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The Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice met Friday, January
28,2011 at 9:30 AM in Lower Level Conference Room F of the Nebraska State Office
Building, 301 Centennial Mall South, Lincoln, Nebraska. Legal notice of the meeting was
published January 14, 2011 in the Lincoln Journal Star.

As amended by LB 898, 2005 Legislature, a copy of the Nebraska Open Meetings Act was
available for public review.

L. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 9:36 AM by Acting Chairman John Freudenberg. The
following members were in attendance: Acting Chair John Freudenberg, Bill
Brueggemann, Scot Ford, Joe Kelly, Alex Hayes, Don Overman, Richard Pierce, Fred Ruiz,
Bryan Tuma, Derek Vaughn and William White. Members excused: Candice Batton,
Robert Houston, Kathy Moore, Mike Moser and Brenda Smith. Staff present: Michael
Behm, William Muldoon, David Stolz, Bruce Ayers, Michael Overton, Monica Miles-
Steffens, Tiffany Mullison, Lisa Stamm and Ann Bauers. Others attending: Ben Salazar of
La Casa del Pueblo, Omaha, Nebraska.

I1. INTRODUCTION OF NEW BOARD MEMBERS

Chairman Freudenberg next introduced and welcomed the following new members to the
Board:

e Joe Kelly is the new Lancaster County Attorney and replaced Gary Lacey on the
Board.

e Captain Genelle Moore of the Lincoln Police Department will be the next Chair of
PSAC and is awaiting her appointment.
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11I.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Motion

A motion was made by Overman and seconded by Ruiz to approve the minutes of the
Crime Commission meeting of October 22, 2010; Nebraska Coalition Jor Juvenile Justice
meeting of December 3, 2010; the Police Standards Advisory Council meeting of October 20,
2010; Office of Violence Prevention meeting of November 12, 2010; and the Jail Standards
Board meeting of October 15, 2010. The motion passed unanimously by acclamation.

IV, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S REPORT

Mike Behm presented a clock to Colonel Bryan Tuma for his years of service to the Crime
Commission, as he is retiring March 1, 2011. Tuma thanked the Board for the award and
stated that it was an honor and privilege to have served.

Mike Behm presented his Executive Director’s report noting the following:

¢ e was reappointed as the Executive Director of the Crime Commission by
Governor Heineman

¢ Behm stated that there were 29 Law Enforcement Decertification cases in 201 0.9
were revoked, 1 case dismissed with 19 cases pending action. He further stated that
he would be working with David Stolz on the pending cases.

¢ Behm reported that the Grants Division administered the John R. Justice Student
Loan repayment program. Its purpose is to encourage lawyers to enter the
professions of criminal prosecution and public defenders. Out of 53 applications, 32
were prosecution based and 21 were defense based. The grant division was able to
obtain technical training assistance from NCJA for Nebraska Drug Task Forces and
it also parinered with the State Patrol’s designed Task Force liaison officer,
regarding an upcoming TF Summit.

¢ Behm further reported that the Jail Standards inspectors have completed 20 jail
inspections since October. The 2011 Jail Conference is scheduled for April 20-22 in
Kearney.

¢ Behm continued that the IT Division reports 4,726,181 scarches on NCJIS in 201 0,
compared to 3,717,958 in 2009,

* And finally, Behm stated that during 2010, the Budget Division processed 313
payments to sub-grantees totaling $2,845,692 dollars and filed over 36 quarterly
financial reports to the Dept. of Justice. The Crime Commission is required to submit
a quarterly report for each active block grant,
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V. OLD BUSINESS
There was no Old Business

VI.  NEW BUSINESS

A. Nebraska Law Enforcement Training Center
1. Instructor Certifications

The Crime Commission next considered six requests for General
Certification; one request for General Recertification; one request for
Professional Certification; and fwo requests for Professional
Recertification. The Police Standards Advisory Council’s recommendations
were reported by Genelle Moore.

Motion

A motion was made by Vaughn and seconded by White to grant the following instructor
certifications per Police Standards Advisory Council’s recommendations: General Certification
fo Manuel J. Garcia, Omaha Police Department, William R. Henningsen, Omaha Police
Department, Kent A, Kavan, Nebraska State Patrol, Amanda S. Miller, Omaha Police
Department, Russell A. Raszler, Omaha Police Departinent, and Stephen A. Vaccaro, Omaha
Police Department; General Recertification to Katherine K. McCaul, Omaha Police Department;
Professional Certification to Bradley E. Junker, Lincoln Police Department; Professional
Recertification to Brian E. Busse, Nebraska Law Enforcement Training Center and Martin J,
Costello, Nebraska State Patrol.  Voting in favor of the motion: Brueggemann, Ford, Kelly,
Hayes, Overman, Pierce, Ruiz, Tuma, Vaughn and White. Motion carried unanimously,

B. Drug Task Force

Colonel Bryan Tuma stated that last year funding was identified out of stimulus
funds to identify a Lieutenant from the State Patrol to act as a liaison between the
task forces. He continued that they approached this to make sure there was dialog
going on between the various task forces and to find out what could be done to
enhance the coverage across the state. 25% of the counties are not covered at this
time by an active drug task force. He stated that they wanted to get a feel for what
sort of issues were of concern (o the drug task forces. This was meant to be a
platform to pull things together. He gave a brief summary of the meetings with
various counties. He also stated that they wanted to develop a fusion center to use as
a mechanism to coordinate drug intelligence information between the task forces,
He gave examples of various resources and tools.

Tuma stated that he keeps hearing that the Federal government is expecting a 30%
reduction in their budgets in 2012. BURN is one project that will probably be
targeted so this is one area the Crime Commission needs to keep their eye on.
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C.

Overman stated that he thinks the task force has done a good job. Behm stated that
in working with budgets, we have to dovetail into some sort of strategic plan in order
to get our grants through a maze of reviews, but also to prove that we are doing what
we say we are doing. He further stated that the State Patrol was doing a good job in
this area and there would be a summit meeting in April.

Ruiz stated that the problem he had with task forces is that there is never been much
of'an evaluation on what their results are, and that leads to the public asking to what
do the citizens get in return. Tuma replied that is a problem with budget cuts and no
funding for positions to do this. He further stated that there needed to be some sort
of mechanism for reporting in the strategic plan to gauge the effectiveness of the task
forces, Tuma stated there needs to be something in the strategic plan to look at how
everyone works together and are there resources that collectively would help the task
forces and spread the costs out over a wider group of participants, or do we build
task forces like we’ve been doing and each is on their own.

Ruiz stated that perhaps there could be more efforts in combining resources and
manpower, especially with technology available today. Tuma suggested that with
the tools that will be available at the fusion center, there could be a sharing of
information with any law enforcement agency whether federal or state and it is going
to be amazing,

Update on VAWA Advisory Membership Changes

Lisa Stamm stated that the following members would be leaving: Gary Lacey,
Colonel Bryan Tuma. She thanked them for their years of service. Stamm listed the
new members as: Ana Eckersly, Douglas County Victims Unit Director and Joe
Kelly, Lancaster County Attorney. She then asked the Crime Commission for one
member to volunteer to join the VAWA Advisory Committee. Fred Ruiz
volunteered.

Office of Violence Prevention — Grant Summary (Attachment #1)

Stamm gave a brief synopsis of the Grant meeting. There was a total of $350,000 in
grant funds available and there were 10 requests totaling $1,588.036. There were 5
denied applicants: 10-VP-5000 You are Not Alone, Omaha; 10-VP-5004 La Casa
Del Pueblo, Omaha; 10-VP-50035 Goodwill Industries, Omaha; 10-VP-5006
Together We Achieve Miracles; 10-VP-5009 Nebraska State Patrol.

Stamum stated that the grants needed to meet all the criteria stated in state statute and
in the Crime Commission’s instructions. Letters were sent to all denied grants and
they had to submit an appeal by 5:00 PM CST on December 6, 2010.

The call for a motion was tabled until after hearing the appeals of Grant #10-VP-
5004 and Grant #10-VP-5006.
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Appeal of Grant #10-VP-5004 (Attachment #2)

Stamm stated the procedure used for the denial of Grant #10-VP-5004 and for
sending the notification letter to La Casa del Pueblo. She stated that the letter was
mailed November 9, 2010, and the letter appealing the denial was to be received by
5.00 PM CST on December 6, 2010.

Stamm outlined the appeal letter from Ben Salazar which is on file in the Crime
Commission office. Ben Salazar the Director of La Casa del Pueblo was invited to
speak on behalf of the appeal. The question was asked on the procedure for
determining how a grant request met requirements. Stamm answered that there is no
process for sending back grants that are submitted without meeting all the
requirements.

Salazar gave a brief background on La Casa del Pueblo. Salazar started by stating
that it was fundamentally unfair for a person appealing a denial to try to justify the
various obstacles of the denial. Salazar began by giving a short synopsis of his
background and his proposal of La Casa del Pueblo. Salazar stated that he had
obtained collaborators for his grant consisting of Building Bright Futures and the
Omaha Public Schools. He stated that while he didn’t have a track record, he felt
there was enough evidence that suggests there was a serious problem in the Latino
community of Omaha. He further stated that it would help the Latino Community if
they had more people in office, more representation on the Crime Commission, and
on the Grant Review Committee.

Overman stated that since there were more requests than money, the review
commitice had to go by the rules to decide who received the awards. Vaughn stated
that he was on the committee, that he had read the grant very carefully and he agreed
that there was a need. He asked how other programs in the community impacted the
Latino community. Salazar replied that there were some outstanding programs that
have their place in South Omaba, but his differs because he targets the larger
problem of high school drop outs.

Vaughn asked if he was part of any collaboration coalition in South Omaha like
exists in North Omaha. Salazar replied there is nothing organized like North Omaha
but was hopeful it would happen in the future. Ford asked if Salazar was aware of
the meetings that occur every month of the Office of Violence Prevention and if he
had atiended any in the last year. Salazar stated he had attended a couple of them.
Ford asked Stamm if a copy of the denial had been sent before this meeting, and she
replied that they are sent a notice of the denial but not a response to it.

Freudenberg asked if Salazar would apply next year, what kind of assistance could
be provided him. Stamm replied that there is technical assistance in the writing of
the grant available. She further stated that because this fund was so highly
competitive, that they had to go by historical documentation and statistics of the
programs. That would be one area, as well as collaboration within the community.
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Freudenberg asked if technical assistance has been offered before to other groups
and Stamm replied that it had, Salazar offered that one reason he didn’t get to a lot
of meetings is because he is a one man operation and is needed at his office and in
his community helping others. White stated that while he was aware of the problems
in South Omaha, he stated that the Crime Commission has always taken a pro active
stance to try to find or create funds. He also recommended that Salazar meet with
Dr. Steve Joel the new Superintendent of the Lincoln Public Schools, because he has
developed programs to help the Latino population in Grand Island, Nebraska
previously.

Salazar replied that OPS is working with him and he appreciated the opportunity to
speak to the Crime Commission. Ruiz stated that Salazar needed to network with the
right people to achieve his goals.

Ford commented that he was offended by the statement that the grant was denied
because of institutional racism. Salazar was given the opportunity o respond and he

stated that he still believed it to be a biased decision.

Motion

A motion was made by White and seconded by Ruiz to uphold the denial of Grant #10-VP-
3004. Voting in favor of the motion: Brueggemann, Ford, Kelly, Overman, Pierce, Ruiz, Tuma,
Vaughn and White. Abstaining: Hayes. Motion carried unanimously.

I,

Appeal of Grant #10-VP-5006 (Attachment #3)

Stamm stated the procedure used for the denial of Grant #10-VP-5006 and for
sending the notification letter to Together We Achieve Miracles. She stated that the
fetter was mailed November 9, 2010, and the letter appealing the denial was to be
received by 5:00 PM CST on December 6, 2010. Stamm further outlined the appeal
letter from Together We Can Achieve Miracles which is on file in the Crime
Commission office.

Motion

A motion was made by Vaughn and seconded by Pierce to uphold the denial of Grant #10-
VP-5006. Voting in favor of the motion: Brueggemann, Ford, Kelly, Overman, Pierce, Ruiz,
Tuma, Vaughn and White. Abstaining: Hayes. Motion carried unaninonsly
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The board returned to the Office of Violence Prevention Grant Summary and the
previously tabled motion,

Moation

A motion was made by Vaughn and seconded by Ruiz to accept the recommendations of
the Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Board. Voting in faver of the motion: Brueggemann,
Ford, Kelly, Hayes, Overman, Pierce, Ruiz, Tuma, Vaughn and White. Abstaining: Vaughn on
#10-VP-5007. Motion carried unanimously

G. Approval of John R. Justice Applications/Recommendations (Attachment #4)

Stamm gave an update on the John R. Justice applications/recommendations and
listed the members of the committee. Stamm stated that all denials were sent a
letter of denial and the procedure for appeal, but no appeals were received. Stamm
gave a brief synopsis of the process for selecting the recipients.

Kelly asked if there was a focus on those just out of law school vs. those that had
been out for awhile, or if that was reflected in the debt/income ratio. Stamm replied
that it was the income/debt ratio. Fruedenburg added that there was also a splitting
based on geographic breakdown per federal statute. Ruiz asked if the military
priority was a mandate. Stamm stated ves. Ruiz also asked if this was a onetime
thing, or would be done yearly. Stamm stated that she thought it would be an annual
process.

Motion

A motion was made by Ford and seconded by Vaughn to approve the John R. Justice
Application/Recommendations. Voting in favor of the motion: Brueggemann, Ford, Hayes,
Kelly, Overman, Ruiz, Tuma, and White, Abstaining: Pierce on 10-LR-1116 and Vaughn on 10-
LR-1120, 10-LR-1129, 10-LR-1148, and 10-LR-1147. Motion carried unanimously

H. Review and Consideration of 2011 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance
Grant Application (Attachment #5)

Stamm next reviewed the funds available for award, the procedure used to review the
grant applications and the funding recommendations of the Grant Review
Committee.

Overman asked if there was a breakdown of the task force and the statistics. Stamm
replied that could be done.
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VII.

VIIIL.

Motion

A motion was made by Pierce and seconded by Brueggemann to accept the
SJunding recommendations and contingency stipulations of award as outlined by
the Grant Review Committee for the 2011 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice
Assistance Grant Application. Voting in favor of the motion: Brueggemann, Ford,
Kelly, Hayes, Overman, Pierce, Ruiz, Tuma, Vaughn and White. Motion carried
unanimously

| Approval of 09-DX-9034 Cedar County JAG ARRA Application (Attachment
#6)

Monica Miles-Steffens reviewed the funds available for award, the procedure used to
review the grant applications and the funding recommendations of the Grant Review
Committee.

Motion

A motion was made by Pierce and seconded by Ford to accept the funding
recommendations and contingency stipulations of award as outlined by the Grant
Review Committee for the Grant Request 09-DX-9034 Cedar County JAG ARRA
Application. Voting in favor of the motion: Brueggemann, Ford, Kelly, Hayes,
Overman, Pierce, Ruiz, Tuma, Vaughn and White. Motion carried unanimously

OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business
ADJOURNMENT
The next scheduled meeting of the Commission will be Friday, May 6, 2011 at 9:30 AM in
the Nebraska State Office Building, Lower Level Conference Room A, Lincoln,
Nebraska.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 11:04 AM.
Respectfully Submitted,

Ui Fpccers

Ann Bauers
Administrative Assistant
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10-VP-5000

You Are Not
Alone=Omaha
($0)

$  287,011.00

2010 Office of Violence Prevention (OVP)
Available to award $350,000.00
Over in requests $1,238,036.00

10-VP-5001

City of Omaha-

[Omaha

($10,000)

$  350,000.00 |

10-VP-5002

Hall Co.-Grand
Island ($0)

$ 120,449.00 | $66,200.00 $66,200.00

10-VP-5003

Platte Valley
Diversion-
Columbus
($60,000)

$  98080.00 | ;

10-VP-5004

La Casa Del
Pueblo-Omaha
($0)

$ 17340000 |

10-VP-5005

Goodwill
Industries-
Omaha ($0)

$ 54,600.00 |

r lu 5 :"‘:‘%ﬁ il

10-VP-5006

Together We
Achieve
Miracles-
Omaha ($0)

$  186,260.00

10-VP-5007

Douglas Co.-
Omaha
($50,000)

$ 169,853.00

10-VP-5008

Urban League-
Omaha
($80,000)

$ 74,883.00

10-VP-5009

NE State Patrol-
Lincoln ($0)

&

72,600.00

TOTALS
Available
Remaining

1,588,036.00
350,000.00
(1,238,036.00)

$350,000.00

$350,000.00 $ =

€ A P




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: You Are Not Alone Grant #10-VP-5000
Title: Black Out
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$297,011 $6,780 $303,791
% % %

Previous Crime Commission Funding:

Recommendations

Recommend award of §__ 0 , with the following contingencies:
.

Recommend to deny grant application because: Lack of historical data
documenting measurable success in established areas of focus.

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Good descriptions of identifiable problems and scope of
problem. Possibly Iacked focus in deseribing conclusive and measurable conclusions and
solutions to the issues '

Budget: Well-written and narrative accurately reflected reasoning for budget
request

Problem Statement: Clear, accurately reflected issues requiring attention

Project Operation: Committee had difficulty identifying clear paths to success based

on explanations provided, particularly in regard to referrals and the consistency of
this expectation.



Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: In some areas, more specifics would have
been of value. Example: life skills and soft skills are important, but difficult to quantify
unless hard descriptions of those skills accompany the objectives. Also, in a variety of
instances the Project Result lacked focus or a direct, understandable tie with original
performance indicator

Letters of Support/Memorandums: n/a

Continuation Information;

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Committee was very impressed with the narrative explanation of the strategy associated
with BLACKOUT and Mr. Kyles” efforts in the areas of intervention, prevention and re-
entry and recovery. However, the committee is also concerned at this time with the lack
of measurable data indicating assurances of future success in the areas of focus.

Also, while the application shows the committee that there is a definitely a need in the
areas that the organization focuses on, research-based methods need to be more clearly
identified in the future,



Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: City of Omaha Grant #10-VP-5001
Title: Omaha Violence Prevention Strategy Phase 2
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$350,000 $40,000 $390,000
% % %%

Previous Crime Commission Funding: $10,000 in 2009 Office of Violence Prevention Grant

Recommendations

Recommend award of § 151,000 , with the following
contingencies:

° Important for all agencies in the collaborative to be reduced by
similar amounts due to the requested amount not being fully
met. Also, important that this award focus particular atiention to
funding expansion (South Omaha Intervention Specialist) of
Impact One’s effort into South Omaha.

Recommend to deny grant application because:
@

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Well-written grant application. Excellent strategic position
documented relating to collaboration in north and south Omaha

Budget: Accurate, clear and concise

Problem Statement: Very detailed statistical explanation of need. Explanation of
prevention programs was valuable

Project Operation: Good explanation - Difficult to do with large collaborative effort.

Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: and performance indicators effectively
matched the objective making it easy to follow and understand



Letters of Support/Memorandums: n/a
Continuation Information;

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

With the growth of the collaborative violence prevention, intervention and enforcement effort in
Omaha, the committee deemed it very important that the financial award reflect that
collaborative effort. Impact One indicating its desire to expand its scope for dedicated or specific
South Omaha service is prime example of that collaboration.

Excellent display of collaborative effort including eight community partners that afl display some
measurable outcomes relating 1o historical success in the areas of violence prevention and
intervention.




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: Hall County Grant #10-VP-5002
Title: Violence/Gang Violence Intervention
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$120,449 $47,390 $167,839
% % %

Previous Crime Commission Funding;

Recommendations
Recommend award of § 66,200 . with the following contingencies:
® IFunding should be used for the specialist and associated costs

relating to that expansion effort

Recommend to deny grant application because:
®

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Clearly written grant narrative and sound explanation of
identifiable need

Budget: Accurate. Well-written narrative clearly defining cost justification
Problem Statement: Solid explanation of growing community need
Project Operation: Good overview of the effort and the collaborative effort

Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Very simple and easy to understand tie
between performance indicators and projected result

Letters of Support/Memorandums: n/a



Continuation Information;

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

[t was the conclusion of the committee that due to limitations in funding and the overall need
identified throughout the state, it would be beneficial for the Grand Island collaborative to
narrow the focus of its effort by attempting to fund the specialist position. Excellent display of
collaboration 1n its early stages.




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: Platte Valley Diversion Program Grant #10-VP-5003
Title: Gang Violence Prevention
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$98,980 $86,376 $185,356
% % %

Previous Crime Commission Funding: $60,000 in 2009 OVP Grant

Recommendations

Recommend award of § 55,000 , with the following contingencies:
)

Recommend to deny grant application because:
@

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Well-written grant application with solid accompanying
statistical data

Budget: Accurate, clear and concise. Well-written budget narrative

Problem Statement: Clearly articulates growing gang and gun-related issues in
Platte County.

Project Operation: Good explanation of growing community collaboration, the
collaboration’s potential impact on the community. Community Task Force
approach is clearly defined (eg — Parent Committee, Community Committee, Youth
Committee, ctc.



Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Clearly defined

Letters of Support/Memorandums: letter of support from Platte County Attorney
Carl K. Hart.

Continuation Information:

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
This is a well-reasoned expansion of a documented program of success




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: La Casa del Pueblo Grant #10-VP-5004
Title: Si Se Puede Project
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$173,400 $78.800 $252,200
Yo % %

Previous Crime Commission Funding:

Recommendations

Recommend award of$ 0
@

_» with the following contingencies:

Recommend to deny grant application because: Lack of historical supporting
data documenting measurable success in established areas of focus. Also, key
collaboration with other community organizations is promoted, data showing

this proven or potential coordination is somewhat lacking
®

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Well-reasoned application overall, but some difficulfies in
certain areas: Difficulty wnderstanding from budget and budget narrative how the tic or
corrclation to project operation can be fully connected. Lack a measurable track record of
success in this area by this particular organization.

Budget: Calculations appear to be understandable, but difficulty lies in tying this to
that measurable record of success. Also difficulty applying an experience or
education based track record to this organization.

Problem Statement: Well-written and clear.

Project Operation: Questions arose about referral process. How does this tie-in with
LB 800°s vision of juvenile services grant being implemented at the county level




Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Projected results and performance
indicators should be statistically based conelusions (eg - “If success is attained assisting
dropout students with survival academics, what do projected results show when compared
to other national models?”

Letters of Support/Memorandums: n/a
Continuation Information:

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

While the application is well-reasoned and well-written, the lack of measurable, statistical
success in the areas of student dropout contact is crucial, Also, while key collaboration with
other community organizations is promoted, this statistical data is also somewhat lacking,




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: Goodwill Industries Grant #10-VP-5005
Title: Work Experience for Young Offenders
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$54,600 $22,576 $77.176
% % %

Previous Crime Commission Funding:

Recommendations

Recommend award of § 0 , with the following contingencies:
®

Recommend to deny grant application because: Lack of ¢lear established
coordination and collaboration with community partners.
L ]

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Well-written proposal, and committee had no difficulty
concluding that value of the program clearly exists, the main difficulty stemmed from a
collaborative disconnect.

Budget: Calculations are sound, clear and concise

Problem Statement: Statistics outline a clear need

Project Operation: Good track record dealing with at-risk youth, Operation shows
good historical track record of success.

Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Indicators clearly match Objectives.
Letters of Support/Memorandums: n/a




Continuation Information:

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

While it is clear that Goodwill Industries provides a tremendous societal impact in the areas of
putting at-risk youth in better situations economically, educationally and socially, one of the
grant review commitiee’s objectives is to ensure that better community collaboration is of the
highest priority. Also, according to state statute, a clear intent of LB 63 is to provide funding to
organizations whose primary focus is the intent to reduce street, gun and gang violence in our
communities. One key point used in determining whether or not the organization met the primary
focus of the funding is key coordination within the community. While it is clear to all that
Goodwill Industries coordinates within the community very well, the commitiee did not feel it
was clear from the application whether or not the coordination sufficiently stretches into the
areas of intervention, prevention and enforcement.




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: Together We Achieve Miracles Grant #10-VP-50006
Title: Empowering Youth to Stop Violence in Schools
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$186,260 $ $186,260
% % Y

Previous Crime Commission Funding:

Recommendations

Recommend award of § 0 , with the following contingencies:
®

Recommend to deny grant application because: Lack of historical data

documenting measurable success in established areas of focus.
@

STAFT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Well-written grant proposal with only issues being statistical,

measurable outcomes, and research-based implementation methods.

Budget: Calculated correctly, clear, understandable

Problem Statement: Clear, understandable. Possibly redundant? Meaning a variety

of other programs and state and local general fund money earmarked toward
dealing with this impoertant issue.

Project Operation: Good explanation, but again ties-in with possible redundancy of

programs in the community.

Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Clearly defined, but lacking is historical



and statistical measurable records of success in these areas.

Letters of Support/Memorandums; letter from Deborah C. Momon-Townsend of
the Internal Revenue Service indicating valid 501 C # status

Continuation Information;
GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

This application was understandable and clearly defined, but lacked numbers indicating
measurabie success in work in these areas.




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: Douglas County Grant #10-VP-5007
Title: Douglas Co Attorney Violent Crime Prosecution Unit
Grant Regq. Applicant Match Total
$169,853 $53,852 $223,705
% % %

Previous Crime Commission Funding: $50,000 in 2009 OVP Grant

Recommendations
Recommend award of § 45,900 _» with the following contingencies:
® Witness Protection

Recommend to deny grant application because:
]

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Well reasoned and well-written application

Budget: Caleulated correctly. Clear and concise,

Problem Statement: Clearly defined

Project Operation: All issues are clearly defined. Dealing with courtroom
intimidation issue is clearly defined and it was determined that funding should and

can be utilized to meet criteria for this grant.

Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Sound data supporting the objectives and
ultimately the need.



Letters of Support/Memorandums: letters of support from Douglas County
Attorney Don Kleine, and various community leaders outlining need for violent
crime resources associated with 2010 ARRA Byrne/JAG Drug and Violent Crime
funding, Kleine underscores the need for OVP funding with these accompanying
letters.

Continuation Information:

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Because of the funding ultimately approved through the ARRA Byrme/JAG Drug and Violent
Crime grant, it was determined by the committee that the Douglas County Attorney’s Office
should receive funding for Witness Protection.




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: Urban League of Nebraska Grant #10-VP-5008
Title: Urban Youth Empowerment Series
Grant Req, Applicant Match Total
$74,883 $15,143 $90,026
% % %

Previous Crime Commission Funding: $80,000 in 2009 OVP Grant

Recommendations

Recommend award of §_31,900 _» with the following contingencies:
@ Hopefully to help in maintaining an existing, successful
program by funding a program specialist position

Recommend to deny grant application because:
[ ]

STAFF REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Good program, good track record of measurable success and
well-written grant application

Budget: Calculated correctly. Clear and concise

Problem Statement: Good use of statistics to show need in the areas of academie
tailure, employment training and job retention

Project Operation: Statistics show sound record of success with the U-YES
program, and other initiatives

Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Results (stats) match performance
indicators.



Letters of Support/Memorandums: n/a
Continuation Information:
GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Committee attempted to provide funding to establish as much maintenance as possible of a
program that has a sound record of collaborative success in the north Omaha community.




Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
SUMMARY COMMENT SHEET

Applicant: Nebraska State Patrol Grant #10-VP-5009
Title: Platte & Colfax Co. Anti-Gang Initiative
Grant Req. Applicant Match Total
$72,600 $17,470 $90,070
% %o %

Previous Crime Commission Funding:

Recommendations

Recommend award of § 0 . with the following contingencies:
@

Recommend to deny grant application because: other sources of funding for scope of
this project may be more appropriate for this initiative than cash-fund grant. Not clear
it meets key intent of the funds, and possibly missing overall community coordination.

STAFE REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS:

General Comments: Well-written proposal. Very clear and understandable, but
committec felt for three key reasons that the grant could not be awarded: 1) Committee
uneasiness about awarding a general-fund agency cash-fund grant 2) and a slight
disconnect in regard to scope of the project related to the key intent of the funds, and 3)
missing overall community coordination (cither real or perceived).

Budget: Calculated correctly

Problem Statement: Clearly-defined need outlined. Well-written.

Project Operation: Clearly defined, and also well-written

Goal/Objectives/Performance Indicators: Statistics match objectives, and provide



understandable measurcables in the State Patrol’s effort in the Platte County area.
Letters of Support/Memorandums: n/a
Continuation Information:

GRANT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Again, this was a well-written proposal and easy to understand. The need is clearly great,
but due to the committee’s pereeption that a general-fund agency receiving cash-fund grant
money under these circumstances, is a difficult step and possibly even too far a stretch.
Also, the scope of the project (overtime and equipment) would certainly make an impact in
the overall enforcement effort in Platte and Colfax counties, but may not meet the key
intent of the funding under these circumstances — which is comprehensive in nature. The
final picce discussed was the perception that overall community coordination may not be
the centerpicce of the cffort. In other words, many communities are establishing
measurable success working together to apply for funding and establish comprehensive
strategies relating fo intervention, prevention and enforcement strategics.







Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- YP-5004
La Casa del Pueblo’s Si Se Puede Project
Douglas County, Nebraska

Crime Commission Meeting ~ January 28, 2011

Notice of Denial

‘the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Council and Grant Review Subcommittee
met on November 12, 2610 to review 2010 Office of Violence Prevention grant applications.
Letters to applicants whose projects were recommended for denial were mailed November 18,
2010. Applicants wishing to appeal the Grant Review’s recommendation for denial were to
submit a letter of appeal to the Crime Commission by 5:00 p.m. on December 6, 2010.

Receipt of Appeal
The eriginal letter of appeal was received in the Crime Commission office before 5:00 p.m. on
December 6, 2010,

Basis OF An Appeal
the November 18, 2010 letter informing the applicant of the denial stated the basis of the appeal
shall be limited to one or more of the following reasons:

L. A decision by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory
Council Review Committee or the OVP Director, which the applicant alleges to be biased,
arbitrary or prejudiced,

E\J

A failure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council
Review Commitiee or the OVP Director to properly follow written procedures which directly
affected the denial;

3. A failure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council
Review Committee or the OVP Director to follow written guidelines which directly affected
the denial.

The November 18, 2010 letter also stated the comments provided on the grant Summary
Comment Sheet about the applicant’s written grant are not the basis for an appeal. The letter
informed the applicant that a written appeal must state the basis of the appeal and be based on
one or more of the three reasons stated above. The appeal must also explain how the Nebraska
Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council Review Commitiee or the
OVP Director’s decision relate 1o the stated reason for the appeal.



Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5004
La Casa del Pueblo’s Si Se Puede Project
Douglas County, Nebraska — January 28, 2011 - Page 2

Applicant’s Appeal

In a letter dated December 2, 2010 from Mr. Ben Salazar, Director of La Casa del Pueblo, the
organization’s decision 1o appeal was based on the assertion that the OVP Advisory Council
Review Comimittee’s recommendation of denying the application was Arbitrary and Biased. In
the letter, the following reason is given for this determination:

‘The main finding of the Review Committee as stated in their Summary Comment Sheet, that the
Appellant (La Casa del Pueblo} is denied because of “Lack of historical supporting data
documen(ing measureable success in established areas of focus”. Also cited in the letter of
appeal is the fact that the information in the summary comment sheets relayed a point of
emphasis that a lack of potential coordination was a concern to the committee.

Mr. Salazar points out that the decision made was arbitrary because there is no evident restriction
inany of the Nebraska Crime Commission’s policies which would deny an organization funding
simply because an organization is creating a new project aimed at filling a community void in the
fight against crime and violence. Mr. Salazar’s letter includes the point that the fact that there is
not currently a program or project in South Omaha and/or the Latino community that
encompasses the goals and objectives that La Casa del Pueblo is proposing, should not be “a
strike against us”. Mr. Salazar also points out in his letter that it should be obvious that they
carnot document any measureable success if they have never had the opportunity to to establish
such a project.

Mr. Salazar includes in his letter that he believes the data shows that there is an undeniable need
for a project that targets Latino drop-out students in Omaha, and more specifically South Omaha,
and he believes that his organization has provided enough evidence to show a direct correlation
between the high school drop-out rate and the corresponding spike in crime and violence.

Regarding the lack of key collaboration or potential coordination, Mr. Salazar attached letters
from Ms. Cara Riggs, the principal at Omaha South High School, as well as a letier from M.
Greg Emmel and Ms Carolyn Miller, directors of the Resource and Re-Engagement Center at
Building Bright Futures, Inc., in an attempt to show that there is and will be sufficient
collaboration with his organization. e also points out that he has received commitments of
support from Captain Greg Gonzales and Captain Kathy Belcastro-Gonzales, of the Omaha
Police Department relating to La Casa del Pueblo’s overall effort.

On Dec. 6, 2010, Mr. Salazar introduced and delivered another letter to the Crime Commission
as a supplement to the letter of appeal dated Dec. 2. This supplemental letter was received prior
to 5 p.m. on Dec. 6, and was accepted an d placed in the file for the official appeal process.

Ins this letter, Mr. Salazar alleges bias and prejudice, asserting that the commitiee provides
virtually no little or no information was provided regarding the merit of the La Casa del Pueblo’s

project.

Both of Mr. Salazar’s letters are provided as attachments to this appeal letter.



Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5004
La Casa del Puceblo’s Si Se Puede Project
Douglas County, Nebraska — January 28, 2011- Page 3

Response to the Appeal

Part |

fn accordance with Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02B, the written appeal shall adhere to
federal and or state requirements and guidelines. Also, according to Operating Instruction #10,
Section 7.02C, Completeness, clarity, continuity and consistency of the written application shall
be adhered to. The application submitted by La Casa del Pueblo for the Si Se Puede project does
not meet these criteria due to significant inconsistencies between the Budget Summary on pages
three and four, and the Personnel budget breakdowns on pages five and six.

In the Summary Comment sheets delivered to La Casa del Pueblo regarding the grant denial
decision by the OVP Advisory Council Grant Review Commitiee, the document includes a key
point that the “Caleulations appear to be understandable, but difficulty lies in tying this to that
measurable record of success”, It was also pointed out that the committee had difficulty
“applying an experience or education-based track record to this organization”.

The committee found both of these points to be factual. While these facts alone would not have
been suilicient for the committee to deny or approve funding to the appellant, the incorrect
budget calculations, along with the fack of historical success, did pose considerable concern
about the project.

As poinfed out in the summary comment sheets, the budget does indeed “Appear to be
understandable”, and the budget does reflect the goals and objectives of the project, but the
numbers do not calculate correctly between the Budget Summary and the Personnel breakdowns.
Specifically, the Budget Summary includes a requested amount of $60,000 for personnel and
consultants in years one and two, matching shares of $20,000 in both years, for a total of
$170,000 in Personnet costs. In the Budget breakdowns on pages five and six, however, the
Personnel costs are $192,000 for both years combined, which different match numbers ($12,000)
accompanying the budget breakdowns.

Despite the fact that the committee felt like it understood what the budget writer was seeking, it
is a significant problem if the calculations are not accurate. It was the committee’s view that
these inaccuracies make the application invalid, and the appeal does not meet the criteria for
appeal and is not in accordance with Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02B, the written appeal
shalf adhere to federal and or state requirements and guidelines. It was also the determination of
the committee that these incorrect budget calculations also are not in accordance with Operating
Instruction #10, Section 7.02C, completeness, clarity, continuity and consistency of the written
application.

The applicant’s appeal does not state how the OVP Advisory Council Review Committee, the
OVP Director, or the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention Director were biased, arbitrary, or
prejudiced by coming to this determination regarding the inaccuracy of the budget.



Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5004
La Casa del Pueblo’s Si Se Puede Project
Douglas County, Nebraska — January 28, 2011- Page 4

Response to Appeal

Part 11

In accordance with Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02D, the applicant must show the
“ability and capacity of the proposed program to make an impact on the identified problem”.
Also, according to Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02G, amount of funds available is also
importan{ criteria.

According to the Summary Comment Sheets delivered to Mr. Salazar, it was pointed out that La
Casa del Pueblo produced a well-reasoned and well-written application overall. Office of
Violence Prevention Director Mike Friend commented to Mr, Salazar in a phone conversation on
Nov. 18 0t 2010, that a program like Si Se Puede certainly appears to have merit, when taken at
“face value”. Overall, the OVP Advisory Council Review Committee shared the same view
during its deliberations.

It1s, however, clear that a project or program being meritorious, is not the only criteria used (o
make delerminations regarding funding competitive grant awards.

Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02D, the applicant must show the “ability and capacity of
the proposed program to make an impact on the identified problem”. It was the commiltee’s
determination that this criteria was not met by the appellant. La Casa del Pueblo has no
discernable track record of success in the arca of reducing gun violence and gang violence in our
comumunity.

The Office of Violence Prevention had $350,000 available to distribute through this competitive
grants process, and there were ultimately 10 applications received with requests for funding
totaling $1,588,036.00. Because of this extremely competitive environment, it is of utmost
importance that the applicant show the “ability and capacity” to deal with the identified problem.
For all applicants, the most effective way 1o show this ability and capacity is statistically, and
through evaluation of historical data. It was the committee’s determination that La Casa del
Pueblo was unable to provide this data regarding its ability and capacity.

The Office of Violence Prevention, the Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Council and
Review Committee, is a state funded office with an important fiduciary responsibility to the
citizens of the state of Nebraska. The committee’s determination that the lack of historical
evidence provided by La Casa del Pueblo, was a key factor relating to denial.

Obviously, this circumstance directly relates to Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02G,
“amount of funds available” also being an important criteria taken into account during
deliberations.



Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5004
La Casa del Pueblo’s Si Se Puede Project
Douglas County, Nebraska — January 28, 2011- Page 5

Response to Appeal
Part 111

As mentioned in paragraph one, page one of this appeal response, Mr. Salazar introduced two
letters of appeal to the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (Crime
Comumission). The first letter dated Dec. 2, 2010, alleged that the Director of the Office of
Violence Prevention, the Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Council Review Committee,
and the Office of Violence Prevention’s decision for denial was “arbitrary and biased”. It is the
contention of the Office of Violence Prevention that Parts I and I1 of this response address those
assertions,

In the second, or supplemental, letter received on Dec. 6, 2010, it appears that Mr. Salazar
alleges that the Director of the Office of Violence Prevention, the Office of Violence Prevention
Advisory Council Review Committee, and the Office of Violence Prevention, were prejudiced in
their determinations, or that “institutional racism” was a possible factor in denial of the
application.

The Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Council Review Committee consisted of Mike
Friend, Director of the Office of Violence Prevention; Monica Miles-Steffens, Crime
Commission; Scot Ford, South Sioux City; Tim Dempsey, Elkhorn; Derek Vaughn, Omaha; and
Rhonda Lahm, of Hastings.

The Committee’s recommendation to deny this grant application was based on the following:

o Applicant did not meet criteria set out in Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02B, the
written appeal shall adhere to federal and or state requirements and guidelines.

* Applicant did not meet criteria set out in Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02C,
completeness, clarity, continuity and consistency of the written application.

* Applicant did not meet criteria set out in Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02D, the
applicant must show the “ability and capacity of the proposed program to make an
impact on the identified problem”,

¢ Because of previous criteria not being met, Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02G,
amount of funds available, became important criteria as well.

As mentioned in paragraph one, page one of this decument, The Office of Violence Prevention
Advisory Councit Review Committee met on Nov, 12, 2010, to determine recommendations for
OVP Grant funding. The committee deliberated for five hours, and ultimately recommended that
five applicants be partially funded, and five applicants be denied funding.

At no point in these deliberations, did any one person on the commitiee, or the committee as a
whole, state or imply, that the race, or cultural background of any person or organization be
considered a factor in approval or denial of funding.



Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5004
La Casa del Pueblo’s Si Se¢ Puede Project
Douglas County, Nebraska — January 28, 2611- Page 6

The apphicant does not state how the grant review process was racially motivated in the
supplemental letter dated Dec. 6. Only that “institutional racism” must be the cause, because all
persons with a working knowledge of the project that Mr, Salazar has established, has an
understanding that the project has “merit”. Also, that no person of latino descent currently
resides on the Office of Viclence Prevention Advisory Council or the Advisory Council Review
Committee. This assertion does not take into account that four other organizations with
meritorious programs and projects were totally denied funding through these same deliberations.

Recommendation
In their appeal, the appeliant failed to provide information related to the three criteria necessary
for an appeal, as listed below:

I. A decision by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory
Council Review Committee or the OVP Director, which the applicant alleges to be biased,
arbitrary or prejudiced;

2. A failure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OQVP Advisory Council
Review Commitlee or the OVP Director to properly follow written procedures which directly
affectled the denial;

3. A Tailure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council

Review Committee or the OVP Director to follow written guidelines which directly affected
the denial.






Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5006
Together We Achieve Miracles
Douglas County, Nebraska

Crime Commission Meeting — January 28, 2011

Notice of Denial

The Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Council and Grant Review Subcommittee
met on November 12, 2010 to review 2010 Office of Violence Prevention grant applications.
Letters to applicants whose projects were recommended for denial were mailed November 18,
2010. Applicants wishing to appeal the Grant Review’s recommendation for denial were to
submit a letter of appeal to the Crime Commission by 5:00 p.m. on December 6, 2010.

Receipt of Appeal
The original letter of appeal was received in the Crime Commission office before 5:00 p.m. on
December 6, 2010.

Basis Of An Appeal
The November 18, 2010 letter informing the applicant of the denial stated the basis of the appeal
shall be limited to one or more of the following reasons:

l. A decision by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory
Council Review Committee or the OVP Director, which the applicant alleges to be biased,
arbitrary or prejudiced;

2. A failure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council
Review Committee or the OVP Director to properly follow written procedures which directly
affected the denial;

(W8]

A failure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council
Review Committee or the OVP Director to follow written guidelines which directly affecied
the denial,

The November 18, 2010 letter also stated the comments provided on the grant Summary
Comment Sheet about the applicant’s written grant are not the basis for an appeal. The letler
informed the applicant that a written appeal must state the basis of the appeal and be based on
one or more of the three reasons stated above. The appeal must also explain how the Nebraska
Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council Review Committee or the
OVP Director’s decision relate to the stated reason for the appeal.




Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5006
Together We Achieve Miracles
Douglas County, Nebraska — January 28, 2011 - Page 2

Applicant’s Appeal

In a letter dated December 6, 2010 from Ms. Gayla D. Chambers, Director of Together We
Achieve Miracles, the organization’s decision to appeal was based on the assertion that the OVP
Advisory Council Review Committee’s recommendation of denying the application was
Arbitrary and Biased. Also, that the decision letter sent to the Together We Achieve Miracles
organization did not follow the procedures and guidelines which directly affected the denial. In
the letter, the following reason is given for this determination:

‘The letter reads: “We feel that this decision was made was biased and arbitrary or prejudiced
against the applicant and that the appeal and decision letter sent to our organization did not
follow the procedures and guidelines outline with specifying with the grant operating instruction
of this program.”

Response to the Appeal

Part 1

In accordance with Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02D, the applicant must show the
“ability and capacity of the proposed program to make an impact on the identified problem”,
Also, according to Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02G, amount of funds available is also
umportant criteria.

Under Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02D, the applicant must show the “ability and
capacity of the proposed program to make an impact on the identified problem”. It was the
committee’s determination that this criteria was not met by the appeliant. Together We Achieve
Miracles has no discernable track record of success in the arca of reducing gun violence and
gang violence in our community,

The Office of Violence Prevention had $350,000 available to distribute through this competitive
grants process, and there were ultimately 10 applications received with requests for funding
totaling $1,588,036.00. Because of this extremely competitive environment, it is of utmost
importance that the applicant show the “ability and capacity” to deal with the identified problem.
For all applicants, the most effective way to show this ability and capacity is statistically, and
through evaluation of historical data. It was the commiltee’s determination that Together We
Achieve Miracles was unable to provide this data regarding its ability and capacity.

Also, under Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02G, “amount of funds available” also being an
important criteria taken into account during deliberations.

It is not documented in the appeal letter how the Office of Violence Prevention Advisory
Council Review Committee was arbitrary, biased or prejudiced in its denial of this grant request.



Response To Appeal Of Denied Grant #10- VP-5006
Together We Achieve Miracles
Douglas County, Nebraska — January 28, 2011- Page 3

Response to Appeal
Part 11

As mentioned in the appeal letter documented on page two of this appeal response, Ms.
Chambers points cut that the Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Councit Review
Committee “did not follow the procedures and guidelines outline with specifying with the grant
operating instruction of this program.” 1t is, however, not documented in the appeal letter how
the Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Council Review Committee did not follow
appropriate procedures and guidelines in denial of this grant request.

The Office of Violence Prevention Advisory Council Review Committee consisted of Mike
Friend, Director of the Office of Violence Prevention; Monica Miles-Steffens, Crime
Commission; Scot Iord, South Sioux City; Tim Dempsey, Elkhorn; Derek Vaughn, Omaha; and
Rhonda Lahm, of Hastings.

The Committee’s recommendation to deny this grant application was based on the following:

* Applicant did not meet criteria set out in Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02D, the
applicant must show the “ability and capacity of the proposed program to make an
impact on the identified problem”.

* [Because of previous criteria not being met, Operating Instruction #10, Section 7.02G,
amount of funds available, became important criteria as well,

Recommendation
In their appeal, the appellant failed to provide information related to the three criteria necessary
for an appeal, as listed below:

1. A decision by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory
Council Review Committee or the OVP Director, which the applicant alleges to be biased,
arbitrary or prejudiced;

2. A failure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council
Review Commitiee or the OVP Director to properly follow written procedures which directly
affected the denial;

3. A failure by the Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention (OVP), the OVP Advisory Council
Review Committee or the OVP Director to follow written guidelines which directly affected
the denial.






JRJ 2010 Listing

County Income/Debt Rec. Amount IR}
Grant # | Public Def. | Atty/Pros. County Ration Rec, Denial Review Team Rec. Amount €C
10-LR-1104 X Lancaster | $ 0.1% Denied Denied
10-LR-1125 X Lancaster | S 0.31 Denied Denied
10-LR-1142 X Lancaster | S 0.33 Denied Denied
10-LR-1109 X Douglas $ 0.75 Denied Denied
10-LR-1152 X Couglas s 0.90 52,000
10-LR-1108 X Sarpy $ 1.02 Denied Denied
10-LR-1127 X Dougias $ 1.15 $2,750.00
10-LR-1136 X Douglas s 1.16 52,000
10-LR-1105 X Lancaster | S 1.36 $2,000
10-LR-1126 X lancaster | S 1.36 $2,000
10-LR-1137 X Dougtas 5 1.38 52,000
10-LR-111C X Douglas S 1.43 52,000
10-LR-1150 X Douglas (S 1.58 $2,750.C0
10-LR-1119 X Lancaster 1§ 1.57 52,750
10-LR-1100 X Hall S 1.61 $2,750
10-LR-1123 X Madison S 1.67 52,750
10-LR-1138 X Douglas S 2.32 $3,500
10-LR-1106 X Douglas S 2.87 $3,500
10-LR-1151 X Douglas S 2.52 53,500
10-tR-1103 X Richardson | & 3.04 $3,500
10-LR-1149 X Dougias S 1.64 §2,750.00

542,500




JRJ 2010 Listing

County Rec. Amount JR)
Grant # Public Def. | Atty/Pros. County Rec. Denial Review Team Rec. Amount CC
i0-LR-1124 X Sarpy 5 0.13 Denied Denied
10-LR-1134 X Otce s 0.37 Denied Denjed
10-LR-1135 X Lancaster | $ 0.37 Denied Denied
10-LR-1118 X Lancaster | $ 0.55 Denied Denied
10-LR-1112 X tancaster | § 0.59 Denied Denied
10-LR-1111 X tancaster | $ 0.67 52,000.00
10-LR-1128 X Hall 5 0.67 Denied Denied
10-LR-1140 X Lancaster | & 0.68 Denied Denied
10-L.R-1144 X Douglas s 0.73 Denied Denied
10-1R-1141 X Lancaster | $ 0.20 £2,000.00
10-LR-1121 X Buffalo 5 0.83 Denied Denied
10-LR-1107 X Lancaster S 0.88 $2,000.00
10-LR-1120 X Douglas S 0.88 §2,000.00
10-LR-1129 X Douglas S (.88 $2,000.00
10-LR-1222 X Merrick S 1.01 Denied Denied
10-LR-1115 X Hall S 1.04 $2,000
10-LR-1133 X Lancaster | & 1.06 $2,000.00
10-LR-1132 X Seward S 111 $2,000
10-LR-1101 X Johnsen 5 1.15 52,000
10-1R-1117 X Sarpy S 1.25 $2,000
10-LR-1102 X Johnsen S 1.27 $2,000
10-LR-1113 X Hall S 1.27 52,000
10-LR-1116 X Buffalo g 1.34 52,000
10-LR-1148 X Douglas S 1.47 $2,000
10-LR-113% X Douglas S 1.78 $2,000
10-LR-1114 X Hall S 2.01 Denied Denied
10-LR-1147 X Douglas S 2.01 $2,000
10-1R-1146 X Lancaster | $ 2.10 $2,100
10-LR-1145 X Lancaster | § 2.20 $2,100
10-LR-1131 X Cheyenne | $ 2.60 $2,100
10-LR-1143 X Hall ) 3.46 $2,100
10-1R-1130 X Adams 5 4.81, $2,100

$42,500.00







Abstract
2011 JAG Program
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
BJA FY 11 Edward Byrne Memorial/ Justice Assistance Grant Program

The goal of the project is to support the priorities identified within Law Enforcement and
Prosecution with a strong emphasis in Justice Technology Sharing and Training. The five main
priority categories are multi-jurisdictional drug and violent crime task force, gang enforcement
and prevention, community Prosecutorial activities, {raining specific for drug and violent crime
justice information sharing, and prisoner reentry initiatives. The strategy to best support these
priority efforts will be utilized by enhancing already existing task forces and prosecution
programs. The enhancements will be focused on the needed training and justice information
sharing. In return it is a goal to see deliverables in more arrests, prosecution of more cases (mid
to high level cases) and a decrease in drug and violent crimes in the state. Specific statistics are
required from the taskforces and other subgrantee programs and will be adjusted based on
activities and BJA’s feedback regarding required performance measures. The initiatives outfined
above will be posted in the grant application for programs to apply for on a competitive basis.
These grants will go through the same process supported by the agency operating instructions.
The Nebraska Crime Commission will continue to coordinate with, but not fimited to, local and
state law enforcement agencies, local and state prosecutorial offices, the Nebraska Law
Enforcement Training Center and the Nebraska Criminal Justice Information System.

‘The National Criminal Justice Association will be providing technical assistance to the Crime
Commission in January 2011. This process will allow Nebraska to review all JAG purpose areas
and review the needs and priorities of the State to confirm JAG funds are being utilized in an
efficient manner.



Program Narrative-2011 Application

Proposed Byrne/JAG Program Activities To Be Funded

The priority areas listed below for 2011 are going to be evaluated during this next grant cycle in
preparation for 2011, In order to do this the Nebraska Crime Commission has requested
technical assistance from the National Criminal Justice Association (NCJA) to enhance the
current JAG Statewide Strategy. Technical assistance will be provided to Nebraska Crime
Commission members and all other relevant individuals, [t is a goal during this process to
review all JAG purpose areas and review the needs and priorities of the State to confirm JAG

funds are being utilized in an efficient manner.

1} Multi-jurisdictional Drug and Vielent Crime Task Force Operations

The priority program activities to be funded with the Byrme/JAG grant dollars is the continued
operation of the Nebraska’s nine local drug and violent crime task forces and the State Patrol’s
Mid and Upper Level Enforcement (MULE) drug and vielent crime task force. Due to the
decrease in funds one iocal drug taskforce withdrew from consideration in the 2008 funding
year, which reduced the state funded taskforces from nine to eight for that year. However, with
the increased funds received in 2009 and the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act funds
the task force came back in for funds. It was the goal of these local taskforces to continue efforts
at the local level.

This main priority started in 2006 when the Crime Commission Executive Director and staff
conducted various meetings across the state to receive input as to the priorities of Nebraska’s law
enforcement and criminal justice system. This information was presented to the members of the

Nebraska Crime Commission. As a result, at their July 28, 2006 Crime Commission meeting,




the Crime Commission members passed a Resolution stating that they support the continued
operation of multi-jurisdictional drug and violent crime task forces in Nebraska and consider
their operation a priority in our state. During 2010, the Crime Commission has continued funding
this priority. This is one of the main priorities that will be reviewed during the technical
assistance from NCJA,

‘The nine local task forces aim to cover approximately 73 of Nebraska’s 93 counties and have
been operational since 1990, The number of active counties within a task force continues to
decrease, especially out in rural Nebraska. In 2008 one task force took a year to reevaluate and
restructure, but came back in for 2009 funds. The local task forces and the State Patrol’s Mid
and Upper Level task force work cohesively to address the states continuing problems with
iflegal drugs and associated violence. Methamphetamine continues to be a major problem along
with marijuana and cocaine. Without the task forces, the distribution, manufacture and use of
illegal drugs will grow at even more alarming rates.

The need for multi-jurisdictional drug and violent crime task forces are illustrated below.

* Nebraska’s multi-jurisdictional drug and violent crime task forces are the originating
point for and the driving force behind the interruption of illegal drug trafficking, dealing,
manufacture and use.

In 200972010, Nebraska’s task forces made 1,410 arrests for drug activities; seized and
purchased 104.4 kilos of methamphetamine; 78.57 kilos of cocaine (powder and crack);
1,027 kilos of marijuana as well as 4,009 marijuana plants. The reduction in arrests from
Jast year is due to the fact that PMT reporting will not allow Task Forees to count per

charge, but per actual case.



When looking directly at methamphetamines the task forces report 591 meth related
investigations were conducted; 14 working meth labs seized; and 17 meth dump sites
discovered. This number of meth labs continues to decrease across the state.

According to Nebraska’s UCR 2009 data there was a total of 10,129 (8,969 adult and
1,160 juveniles) individuals arrested for drug abuse violations.

Nebraska’s multi-jurisdictional drug and violent erime task forces have and continue o
foster coordination of efforts, the sharing of investigative information and cooperation
with investigations among local, state and federal law enforcement officers. In a
significant number of cases, the arrest of drug offenders lead to additional information
regarding others involved as well as invelvement with other types of crime connected to
the drug trade, such as burglaries, assaults and fraud. Results of the coordination and
cooperation by Nebraska’s task forces are demonstrated by the activities provided below:

o Task Forces located in our metropolitan area have made several cash and drug
seizures during the past funding year. An example of the diligent work by the K-
9 units is an officer conducted a scarch of a vehicle and located 2 pounds of
heroiny and $150,000 in US Currency. This was an excellent interdiction stop due
to the large quantity of heroin that was being transported.

o A Task Force assisted in the arrest of 3 individuals who had been Federally
Indicted based on information provided by the task force. All 3 individuals were
arrested without incident. A newborn baby was at the residence at the time of the
arrest. Arrangements were made for this infant to be taken into custody by
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). DHIS personnel were on

the scene when the arrests happened and took custody of the baby at that time.



o A Task Force has been investigating an increase of prescription drug violations,
ranging from prescription fraud to the dealing of prescription medications. The
Task Force has established a great working relationship with area Pharmacy’s and
Medical Personnel which has added to the success of the Task Force as it relates
to prescription drug investigations.

o A Task Force that covers a six county area has continued to focus in on
methamphetamine. In the area they have seen the prices jump in costs. Prices
range from $500 a quarter ounce to $1900 per ounce.

o Many Task Forces have been tracking the illegal use of “herbal incense”,
commonly known as K2 or Spice. The illegal use of the product is believed to
have played a role in an incident in which a 16 —year old Nebraska male drove a
vehicle through a home. This product is marketed as incense, but is used by many
for the marijuana-like high it provides when smoked. It is legal for purchase in
Nebraska and is available at several retailers throughout the state.

o A metro area Task Force conducted a search warrant and over 2,000 grams of
cocaine were seized during this search warrant. The officers learned while
searching the residence that the suspects were repackaging cocaine at the
residence into round “cookie” shapes and packing the cocaine in axle grease as a
possible way (o hide the narcotics during transport. The arrestee utilizes many
aliases and officers worked with local Immigration Agents to learn the arrestee’s
true identity, This outstanding work by this Task Force illustrates the dedication

Task Force members have towards the goals and objectives of JAG funding.




It is important to remember when reviewing these actions of the task forces they all must
operate on a shoestring budget. Due to local budget constraints, task force officers are
limited on the hours needed to further identify and disrupt other drug and violent crime
organizations. Lach organization operates differently and requires significant man hours
to investigate.

¢ If not for the work of the task forces, the number of drug offenders prosecuted and
convicted for their crimes would significantly be reduced.
According to the Department of Corrections 2009 Annual Report reports there were
2.068 new admissions. The new sentenced admittance for the most serious offense
during 2009 was for drugs with 419 (20.4%) persons committed. The next highest
offense category for those committed was for assault with 337 (16.4%) persons
committed and closely followed by theft with 272 (13.3%).

2) Gang Enforcement & Prevention

Now with increased funds available and if all requests within the priority
(multijurisdictional task forces) area do not take up the all the funds available, projects
addressing gangs may be considered for funding. Gang activity usually involves illegal
drug use, dealing and trafficking. There is gang activity in all of the Task Force arcas
and becomes part of an investigation when the case involves drug and violent crime.
However, none of the JAG funds at this time specifically focus on gang enforcement
alone. If sufficient funding is available, Task Force efforts may be expanded to focus
more on the gangs themselves as well as their structure and connection state and

nationwide. Other funding, such as Project Safe Neighborheods (PSN), the Juvenile




Accountability Block Grant (JABG), ete. will be leveraged to insure a more coordinated

appreach in gang enforcement,

3) Communify Prosecutorial Activities-

Now with increased funds available and if all requests within the priority
(multijurisdictional task forces) area do not take up the all the funds available, the
Byrne/JAG funds will once again be utilized to provide additional support for the
prosecution efforts at the state and local levels, This support is needed due to the
continued efforts of the multi-jurisdictional drug and violent crime task forces and the
sheer number of the arrests they bring. In Nebraska, 83% of Nebraska’s County
Altorneys are part time and, therefore, do not have the resources available to prosecute
the large number of drug and violent crime cases. Byrne/JAG funds have been and will
continue 10 be used to assist focal prosecutors through the Attorney General’s Drug and

Violent Crime Prosecution Unit as well as through local prosecutors as possible.

The need for assistance is demonstrated by the 1,410 arrests made by the task forces
during 200972010, Byrne/JAG funding provided investigators for the Attorney Generals’
Drug and Violent Crime Prosecution Unit, The investigators work with the Unit’s
prosecutors in coordinating the presentation of evidence in drug and violent crime cases.
This involves locating missing witnesses, serving subpoenas, securing physical evidence,
testifying on behalf of prosecutors and providing additional investigative efforts needed
by the prosecutors. Additionally, the investigators develop and present training to law

enforcement and prosecutors across the state.



The drug and violent crime cases prosecuted under this grant are often complicated,
intricate cases that take a great deal of time by the Prosecutor and Investigators, often
morphing into even more complex cases than anticipated. The Byrne Grant Investigators
(BGI) continue to lead by example this past funding year in conducting interviews,
obtaining evidence and reviewing reports.

The Byrne Grant investigators are part of an official law enforcement agency within the
State of Nebraska which is staffed by full-time sworn officers. As such, the Byrne Grant
Investigators have both original primary jurisdiction as well as secondary jurisdiction to
investigate all violent and drug related crimes in the State of Nebraska. The majority of
the secondary jurisdiction cases are unsolved cold case homicides or other violent crimes
where problems arose during the original investigation which required further
investigation to increase the possibility of a successful prosecution.

In a controiled substance violation case, the Byrne Grant Prosecutor (BGP) charged a
health care provider with violation of the wholesale distributor act as this case involved
fraudulent prescription requests. Under a plea agreement, the health care provider
pleaded guilty to a Class HIA felony and admitted in drug court.

In other violent crimes, BGP filed charges against a man for stalking a former girlfriend
over a two-year period. The defendant pleaded guilty to stalking, trespassing, both
misdemeanor crimes; and was sentenced to two years of intensive supervised probation
with the main condition that he not have contact with the victim.

In 2009 the U.S. Attorney’s Office reports to have prosecuted 557 defendants, which

53% of those were linked to drugs and 9% linked to firearms.



4) Prisoner Reentry Initiatives

¢ Offender treatment is seen as a vital component to prisoner reentry into the community.
Once released, treatment and other programmatic needs of the offender for reentry are
met by community corrections programs. Byme/JAG grant funds were used to develop
and implement a comprehensive drug (reatment program for incarcerated offenders at
Nebraska’s Department of Corrections.

¢ Prior to the Byrne funds, no treatment programs were available to incarcerated offenders.
As other funding sources (Residential Substance Abuse Treatment — RSAT; VOTIS, etc.)
became available, those funds as well as state funds were leveraged with the Byrne/JAG
funds to 1nsure impiementation and continued operation of the offender treatment
programs. All of the phases of the programs implemented with Byrne/JAG funding were
eventually funded with state general appropriations. However, given the sheer number of
offenders being arrested and sentenced to prison for drug offenses or having been
identified as having substance abuse problems, there remains a waiting list for treatment.
H sufficient Byrne/JAG dollars are available, they may be used to expand and enhance
the offender programs.

¢ The Department of Corrections provides residential, non-residential, assessment and
evaluation and emergency care. Various services are available within each level of care
and are provided by clinicians based upon the identified inmate needs.
The residential substance abuse programs houses inmates assigned to residential
substance abuse programs at the Residential Treatment Community (NSP/RTC), the
Omaha Correctional Center/Substance Abuse Unit{ OCC/SAU) and at the Nebraska

Correctional Center for Women Substance Abuse Unit are minimum custody and



generally within one to two years of parole eligibility or discharge. Inmates assigned to
the program from the Tecumseh State Correctional Institution Substance Abuse Unit
(TSCI SAU) are medium or maximum custody and generally have much longer sentences
and have been identified as having serious substance abuse problems, The residential
(reatment programs last approximately 10 months.

The non-residential services include intensive outpatient treatment, ouipatient {reatmenit,
relapse prevention, aftercare and drug/alcohol education. Various programmatic
offerings within each service level are determined by the identified needs of each inmate.
Assessment and evaluation services determine the most appropriate levels of care needed
for each in-coming inmate. The Substance Abuse Treatment Services have tracked the
number of program graduates since the beginning of treatment services in 1994, The
cumulative new felony rate for over 4,000 inmates who received substance abuse
treatment at some level is 5.3% for all program graduates. This signifies the continued
need and expansion for treatment services at the Department of Corrections.

NCDS has been successful in significantly expanding the number of residential substance
abuse treatment slots and is in the process of adding 180 beds to its existing 240 beds, an
approximate 75% increase up to 420 beds.

In addition, according to the 2009 annual report from Nebraska’s Department of
Corrections report 2,068 new admissions in the year. The primary offense for the new
admissions was for drugs, 30.2%, and theft, 13.1%. When looking at the female
population (365) during 2009 the primary offense category was drugs 26.8%, for the

male population (4065) sex offenses 17.8% and drugs 13.6%.



§) Justice Information Sharing, Planning and Implementation

o The Byrne/JAG funds have been the foundation for the planning, development,
implementation and operation of Nebraska’s Criminal Justice Information System.
Today, CJIS provides law enforcement, prosecutors, heaith and human service providers,
probation officers various degrees of access to criminal histories, driving records, photos,
intelligence information, HHS allegation information, domestic violence incident
information, restraining order information, weekly updates on juvenile ward placement
data, jaii admission and release information, incarceration release information to victims,
court information, school data, etc. This is a project that continues to be expanded and

enhanced and is vital to the state. Byrne/JAG funding will continue to be provided as

possible.




Subgranteec Award Process and Subgrantees

Grant applications will be posted on the Nebraska’s Crime Commission website for all eligible
parties to apply. Post cards are sent out to about 700+ agencies consisting of criminal justice
agencies/personnel and past subgrantees of our funds. The grant process allows for competitive
requests and all recommendations are made of the written grant application.

The grant applications will be due to our office by a designated date and the review process wili
starl. All applications submitted by the deadline will be considered for funding. The first phase
of the review process consists of a staff review that is made up of Crime Commission staff and if
needed, can also include volunteer grant readers that have expertise in the field. Iach grant is
critiqued based upon our operating instructions and federal guidelines for the program. Each
recommendation is based upon written grant application and past grant management
performance by the applicant. Comments and recommendations are recorded on a summary
comment sheet and shared with the second level of review, the Grant Review Commitiee. The
Grant Review Commitiee is made up of appointed individuals that serve on the Nebraska Crime
Comnussion Committee. The applicants are reviewed by this committee and additional
comments or recommendations are made and captured on the summary comment sheet. The
additional comments and recommendations are recorded on the summary comment sheet and
shared with the final approval, the Nebraska Crime Commission Committee. The applicant will
receive notice prior to the final approval phase what amount they were recommended for or if the
grant was denied. Those that are denied can appeal and instructions are provided to the applicant
how to do so. The appeals are handled in writing and provided to the committee for review prior

{0 any final votes of approval on the grants. Once the recommendations are made final award or




denied letters of notification will be made to all applications. This then allows those approved
for funding to follow the process to accept the award.

Anticipated Expendifures for the JAG Purpose Areas

At this time it is unknown the exact number of applicants that will be requesting funds due to the
competitive process.  As explained in the Program Narrative the priorities that are expected (o
be supported fit within Law Enforcement programs; Prosecution and Court programs; and
Planning, Evaluation, and Technology Improvement programs. These priorities are generated
from gaps and needs identified in a state plan

Siate’s Strategic Planning Process

Nebraska has continued to maintain a strategic plan to help puide the JAG funds. The prierities
identified above in the first section outline the priorities supported. The plan was revisited when
ARRA [unds were released. A Governor approved subcommittee was convened to review the
priorities. The subcommittee consisted of state and local representatives from various areas in
the criminal justice system. This subcommittee supported the priorities identified and wanted
further exploration of those areas to be supported with JAG funds. The identified priorities were
also posted on our website where public comment was solicited. In addition, the plan for JAG
along with the yearly application is presented and approved by the Nebraska Crime Commission
Committee at the beginning of cach year (normally at the January Crime Commission Meeting).

In addition, this 1s a public meeting.

Currently, it 1s the SAA’s goal to look deeper into Evidence Based Practices and data driven

programming. Technical assistance will be provided to the Crime Commission and all other



relevant pariners in January 2011, In addition, a Task Force Summit will be held in March 2011
to examine the Nebraska JAG Strategic Plan.

Additional strategic planning efforts that the SAA parlicipates in is in relation to the OJIDP
funds received. These efforts are through the Nebraska Juvenile Justice Coalition, which are

administered within our agency.

Collection of performance measure data

Currently, each program is required to report on a quarterly basis on the current data points
required by BJA. This witl remain to be a requirement and changes have been made to the
performance measures due to the new Performance Measure Tool. We will continue to keep our

reporting current and express the importance of reporting to our subgrantees.









STATE OF NEBRASKA

NEBRASKA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
(Nebraska Crime Commission)

Michael E. Behm, Executive Director

301 Centennial Mall South

P.O. Box 94946

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-4946

Phone (402) 471-2194

FAX (402) 471-2837

Dave Heineman
Governor

January 13, 2010

The completed application from Cedar County is attached. It includes the data, signatures and details
that were missing from the originally completed application. As mentioned earlier, there was a
miscommunication in working with them and certain parts were not completed due to people being out
of town.

Sheriff Koranda worked to complete the application upon his return. He has been contacted regularly
and still hopes the grant can be awarded and he and the county will move ahead with this project
benefiting many agencies across the state. They are prepared to take on the necessary steps needed for
implementation of the grant award. We, the Crime Commission including Jail Standards, will work with
him on the technical, procedural and contractual aspects of the implementations. The interaction with
vendors builds on existing projects and implementations and we will provide all of the necessary direct
work. This shared approach, largely revolving on approaching Sheriff Koranda on behalf of the Nebraska
Sheriffs Association, provides n approach consistent with other projects that have been undertaken on
these automation areas.

Projects such as NCJIS, with over 4.7 million searches in 2010, assist all agencies in sharing data and
effectively performing their mission. Shared applications and standardized interfaces are key to
minimizing the fiscal and technical impact on local agencies. By assisting over 60 agencies with jail
automation upgrades and others with interfaces in one step we meet the goal of improved workflow but
also ease financial costs and help often limited technical resources in agencies. In the past we have
assisted with initial implementation of projects, hardware, systems and interfaces but this grant award
would allow for expansion, upgrades and extensions of projects that cannot be otherwise addressed.

We appreciate your consideration of the application.

U

Michael Overton

Chief, Information Services Division

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer

Printed with soy ink on recycled paper
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NEBRASKA CRIME COMMISSIO
GRANT APPLICATION
1. Applicant Name: Name: Cedar County Sheriff Telephone (402 ) 254-6884

(Agency/Organization)
The applicant must be the agency that will
receive and disburse the grant funds.

Fax (402 )254-2351

2. Federal Employer ID # of 47-6006440
Applicant: The Federal Identification

Number must be the nine digit number of the

applicant.

3. DUNS Number: Ofthe applicant

14-3047186

4. Address:

101 South Broadway
PO Box 415
Hartington, NE 68739-0415

3. Project Title: Jail Automatjon Enhanceme

11ts

6. Project Director:
{Receives all grant corresgondence)

Name: Sheriff Latry Koranda

Telephone (402 ) 254-6384
Fax (4022542351

Email: sheriff@hartel net

Address: 101 South Broadway
PO Box 415
Hartington, NE 68739041 5

7. Project Coordinator:
(Contact Person)

Name: Sheriff Larry Koranda

Telephone { 402 ) 254-6884
Fax (402 )254-2351

Email: sheri{f@hartel net

Address: 101 South Broadway
PO Box 415
Hartington, NE 68739-0415

8. Fiscal Officer:
{Cannot be Project Director)

Name;
David Dowling

Telephone( 4,00 p 54-7411
Fax (402 P54-741

Emait:
cedarclk@hartel ,net

Address: POB 47
Hartington, NE_ 68739-0047

_( Please jnclude last four digits of 2ip code)

9. Authorized Official:

{NOTE: The authorized official would
include: county board chair, mayor, city
administrator, state agency director, chalr or
vice-chair of non-profit agency.,)

Name:
ame Frederick Pinkelman

Telephone (402 )254~741
Fax ( )

[\

Email:
n/a

Addresspy gox 47
Hartington, NE 68730-0047

( Please include last four digits of zip code)

10, Proposed Project Period:

From: January 1, 2011

To: December 31 , 2012




¥

11, Previous 3-Years Commission Fﬁhding for This Project: 12. Area(s) Served by Project:
(Statewide, Counties, Cities)

Grant #: Amount:

Grant #: Amount;

Grant #: Amounts

13. Type of Agency: ~ 14.1f Awarded, These Fands Will

(] state Agency U ICreate New Service/Activity

P<]Unit of Local Government DJEnhance Existing Program

[ INative American Tribe or Organization [XContinue Existing Program

[ ]Other (If other explain): [JOther (If other explain):

15, Program Area

[} Law Enforcement

[ Prosecution and Court

B4 Planning, Bvaluation, and Technology

(] Training for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Personnel,
[T Corrections and Community Cotrections

[} Drug Treatment and Enforcement

("] Crime Victim and Witness programs

16. For Task Forces Ouly

Total number of law enforcement officers actively conducting task force investigations on a full time
basis, regardless of funding source, ‘

How many of these investigators are Nebraska State Patro] officers?

How many of these investigaters are local law enforcement officers?

Describe how forfeiture funds are utilized for task force operations:

List other local, state and federal agencies that collaborate on a regular basis with the task force:




17. ARRA Certifications

A. The applicant certifies that the applicant agency is CCR registered and has

a DUNS Number.

B. In adherence with ARRA, Special Condition #13, the applicant certifies and
agrees that awards under the ARRA will be one-time awards and accordingly
the proposed project activities and deliverables are fo be accomplished without

additional Department of Justice funding.

[g] Certification of DUNS and CCR
registration,

Acknowledgment of ARRA one fime
funding provision,

18. BUDGET SOURCES:

In the following columns, please identify any other
sources of JAG funding you receive, the amount, the
expiration date, and briefly what activities are funded
with those grant dollars. If the applicant does not
receive any of these funds mark N/A.

[ Direct Local JAG from BJA
Amouni:

Expiration Date:

Activities:

LT Direct Local ARRA JAG from BJA
Amount;

Expiration Date:

Actlvities;

L1 Formula JAG from the Crime Commission:
Amount;

Expiration Date:

Activiiies:

00 Formula ARRA JAG from the Crime Cotrunission;
Amount;

Expiration Date:

Activities;

[0 COPS funding:
Amount:
Expiration Date;
Activities:

*For the following Budget Section, please refer to the Application Instructions for

detailed instructions.




NEBRASKA CRIME COMMISSION

BUDGET SUMMARY _
! Category Requested Amount Match Share Total Project
Year 1 Year2 Year1 Year 2 Cost

(50%stepdown) | (5 or 25%) (5 ox 25%)

A. Personne]

B. Consultants/Contracts | 269,650 121,450 95,000 42,000 528,100

C. Travel

D. Supplies/
Operating Expenses

E. Equipment

F. Other Costs

TOTAL AMOUNT 269,650 121,450 95,000 42,000 528,100

% Contribution 74 74 26 26

et

CERTIFICATION: X heveby certify the information in this application is aceurate
and, as the authorized official for the project, hereby agree to comply with all
provisions of the grant program and all other applicable state and federal laws.

Namc of Authorizcd Official:
Frederick Pinkelman

Title:
Cedar County Board Chairman

Address: PO Box 47

City, State, Zip: Hartington, NE 68739-0047

Telephone:
(402)254-7412

Signature: 9}}&)&&: “,QL Q@%ﬂ)

ate:
Date 8/10/10

(* NOTE: The authorized official would include: county board chair, mayot, city
administrator, state agency director, chair or vice-chair of non-profit agency.)



CATEGORY B - CONS/ TANTS AND CONTRACTS — YEA 1

1. PURPOSE: JAMIN Upgrade - Jail Software upgrade for small to medium jails (JAMIN)

[ Individual Organization
2. TYPE OF CONSULTANT: Software vendor
3. CONSULTANT FEES:120,900
Rate # Hours Amount Requested | Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees 3 $ $
Presentation
Fees $ $ $
Travel Time
Fees $ $ $
Total $ $ $
4. TRAVEL EXPINSES:
a. Mileage
Total Miles | X .55 I's |'$ E
b. Air Fare
From to b b $
From {0 $ $ $
¢, Meals
i of days X$ 3 b $
# of days X$. $ B 3
d. Lodging
# of nights X3 h) & $
# of nights X$ $ $ $
¢. Other Costs ( Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)
$ A $ b
$ $ b $
b $ $ b
5. TOTAL COST: $ $ $




CATEGORY B - CONSULTANTS AND CONTRACTS - YEAR 1

1. PURPOSE: JAMIN (Jail Software) Maintenance - paid by local agencies

2, TYPE OF CONSULTANT: Software Vendor

[ JIndividual

DXOrganization

3. CONSULTANT FEES: 95,000 (62 @ 1,600 = 99,200)

Rate # Hours Amount Requested | Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees $ $ $
Presentation
Fees $ $ b
Travel Time
Fees $ $ A
Total $ $ $
4. TRAVEL EXPENSES:
a. Mileage
Total Miles | X .55 B B B
b. Air Fare
From to $ $ $
From to $ $ $
¢. Meals
# of days X$ $ $ $
# of days X$ $ $ ¥
d. Lodging
# of nights X$ $ $ $
# of nights X$ $ $ $
e. Other Costs ( Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
5. TOTAL COST: $ $ $

por
..S [N



CATEGORY B~CONS] TANTS AND CONTRACTS — YEA™ 9

1. PURPOSE: JAMIN Upgrade - Jail Software up

rade for small to medium jails (JAMIN)

[ ndividual XJOrganization
L, TYPE OF CONSULTANT: Software vendor
3. CONSULTANT FEES: 51,450
Rate # Hours Amount Requested | Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees $ $ $
Presentation
Fees $ $ 3
Travel Time
Fees $ $ ¥
Total $ $ $
4, TRAVEL EXPENSES:
a. Mileage
Total Miles | X .55 |'$ |$ K
b, Air Fare
From o 5 M b
From {0 $ $ A
¢, Meals
# of days X% B 3 $
# of days X3 $ b $
d. Lodging
# of nights X4 3 $ 5
# of nights X$ $ 13 5
e. Other Costs ( Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)
5 ) b 3
$ $ 3 $
3 3 $ b
5. TOTAL COST: h) 3 hy




CATEGORY B — CONSULTANTS AND CONTRACTS -~ YEAR 2

1. PURPOSE: JAMIN (Jail Software) Maintenance - paid by local agencies

2. TYPE OF CONSULTANT: Software Vendors

[ NIndividaal

XOrganization

3. CONSULTANT FEES: 42,000 (27 @ 16,00 = 43,200)

Rate # Hours Amount Requested Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees $ $ $
Presentation
Fees $ $ $
Travel Time
Fees $ $ $
Total $ $ $
4. TRAVEL EXPENSES:
a. Mileage
Total Miles | X .55 E | $ K
b. Air Fare
From to $ ¥ $
From to $ $ $
c. Meals
# of days X$ $ $ $
# of days X$ $ $ $
d. Lodging
# of nights X$ $ $ $
# of nights X$ $ $ $
e. Other Costs ( Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
5. TOTAL COST: $ $ $




CATEGORY B - CONSY  "ANTS AND CONTRACTS ~ YEAT -

1. PURPOSE: Livescan Interface

[Individual | JOrganization
2. TYPE OF CONSULTANT:Software vendor
3. CONSULTANT FEES:40,000 (4 @ 10,000}
Rate # Hours Amount Requested | Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees $ $ $
Presentation
Fees $ b $
Travel Time
Fees $ A $
Total $ $ $
4. TRAVEL EXPENSES:
a. Mileage
Total Miles | | X .55 I'$ E E
b. Alr Fare
From to $ $ $
From to $ ¥ $
¢, Meals
# of days X$ $ 5. 3
# of days X3 $ b $
d. Lodging
# of nights X$ $ $ $
# of nights X3 3 $ $
e. Other Costs { Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)
$ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ $ 19 $
3. TOTAL COST: 9 $ $




CATEGORY B - CONS "TANTS AND CONTRACTS ~YE2™ 2

1. PURPOSYE: Livescan Interface

[_Individual XiOrganization
2. TYPE OF CONSULTANT :Software
vendor
3. CONSULTANT FEES:40,000 (4 @ 10,000)
Rate # Hours Amount Requested Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees $ b b
Presentation
Fees $ § $
Trave! Time
Fees b 13 $
Total _ $ $ $

4. TRAVEL EXPENSES:

a. Milcage -
Total Miles | | X .55 B L3 K
b, Air Fare
From to $ $ $
From to $ ¥ h)
c. Meals
# of days X3 $ $ $
i of days X$ ) $ $
d. Lodging )
# of nights X3 3 $ $
# of nights X3 h) ik $
e. Other Costs { Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)
N $ $ $
b} $ $ $
- h) $ 8] $
5. TOTAL COST: e L - N




CATEGORY B~ CONY “,TANTS AND CONTRACTS — YE/ 1

1. PURPOSE: Data Extract Enhancement

[Individual | [[Organization
2. TYPE OF CONSULTANT: Software Vendor
3. CONSULTANT FEES: 90,000 (6 @ 15,000
Rate # Hours Amount Requested | Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees $ $ $
Presentation
Fees $ b $
Travel Time
Fees $ $ b
Total ) $ 3
4. TRAVEL EXPENSES:
a. Mileage
Total Miles | | X .55 |'$ |3 L3 ]
b. Air Fare
From to $ $ $
From to $ b b
¢. Meals
# of days X3 $ $ 3
# of days X$ $ $ S 3
d. Lodging
# of nights X3 3 $ $
# of nights X$ M) $ $
¢. Other Costs ( Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)
$ b $ $ N
$ b b $ B
5 $ $ $ "
5. TOTAL COST: 3 b b




CATEGORY B - CONf WTANTS AND CONTRACTS - YE~ ~ 2

1. PURPOSE: Data Extract Enhancement

2. TYPE OF CONSULTANT: Software Vendors

[ NIndividual

DdOrganization

3. CONSULTANT FEES: 30,000 (2 @ 15,000) for JMS changes + 18,750 for VINE/Appriss changes

Rate # Hours Amount Requested Applicant’s Total Cost
Match
Preparation
Fees $ $ b
Presentation
Fees $ 3 b)
Travel Time
Fees $ 3 h)
Total ) b )
4. TRAVEL EXPENSES:
a. Mileage
Total Miles | X .55 B 's E
b. Air Faye
From to $ $ 3
From to b $ b
¢, Meals
# of days X$ b 3 A}
# of days X3 $ N A}
d. Lodging
# of nights X$ $ $ 3
# of nights X3 $ $ b
¢. Other Costs ( Must Also Be Explained in Budget Narrative)

' $ $ $ $
$ $ $ $
$ ¥ 3 $

5. TOTAL COST: 3 3 $
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CONSULTANTS AND CONTRACTS BUDGET NARRATIVE: Y £AR 1&2

Separate cost sheets by yoar wese provided for the three components of the grant application. They each invoive
specific work and dealing with different vendors so costs are described separately.

JAMIN Uprrade

This involves deploying an upgrade to the JAMIN jail management system now being used by 63 small to medium
sized jails, The costs in the totaf (§172,3 30) include the details from below and also refloct adding one site (@ $2,450
- conversionHraining+mplementation),

INTERFACES/VARIANCES

VINE INTERFACE 5 4,000.00
AFIS INTERFACE $ 4,000.00
CHS INTERFACE $ 4,000.00
SLEUTH INTERFACE $ 4,000.00

JUVENILE ENHANCEMENTS  $2,000.00

Subtotal $18,000.00 $18,000.00
PER SITE COSTS EACH SITES EXTENDED

CONVERSION S 650,00 62 $ 40,300.00
TRAINING $1,300.00 42 $ 80,600.00
IMPLEMENTATION § 500,00 62 $ 31,000.00
TOTAL UPGRADE $168,500.00

YEAR 1: 18,000 (Interfaces/Variances) 102,900 (42 installations @ 2,450) = 120,900
YEAR 2: 21 instatlations @ 2,450 = 51,450

LIVESCAN INTERFACE

‘The workflow interface involving AFIS livescans and jail systems requires work on the part of the JMS provider to
implement the interface developed by NSP. This will provide funding to the eight software vendoss (four per year)
that provide jail management systems (IMS) at sites where a livescan is installed. Cost is estimated.

DATA EXTRACT ENHANCEMENT

The conversion of the extract used for VINE, NCJIS and Juii Standards will have different needs, depending upon the
vendor. Implementing a standard interface wil] ease longterm maintenance but initial work must be done by the
vendor that developed the software. Bight contracts at $15,000 (6 in year 1 and 2 in year 2) will allow conversion of
all jail systems in Nebraska to covert to the new standard extract. Additionally, VINE/Appriss would have 250 hours
of work (@ $75/hr=18,750) to convert their process that pulls the data and passes it to NCIJIS, necessary year | worl.

MATCH will be provided by agencies through ongoing maintenance and support contracts for JAMIN and other
IMS.

TOTAL Year 11 120,900 + 40,000 + 90,000 + 18,750 = 269,650
Year 2: 51,450 + 40,000 + 30,000 = 121,450 1



DOCUMENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

1. Problem Statement:

The problem to be addressed by this proposed grant application is: incomplete data and
workflows relating to jails and criminal records.

2. Description of the Problem: ( Limit up to 2 pages)
Almost all of Nebraska's jails have some form of automation for the operational and reporting

requirements of jails. These are called Jail Management Systems (IMS). While Lancaster County uses
a JMS they developed internally the others use commercial JMSes.

These systems have been put in place through agency acquisition or through a cooperative effort of the
CJIS Advisory Committee. When CIIS took on the implementation of VINE (Victim Information and
Notification Everyday) system in 1998 with the cooperation of the NSA and others there was a need to
have automated jail data available. The project implemented interfaces in jails with an existing IMS
and acquired licenses for JAMIN, a commercial IMS from Text&Data for over 60 of the smaller jails.
The Nebraska specific interfaces in all of these systems were meant to meet numerous needs aside
from the internal needs of the jail. These included

« VINE

 providing data to NCJIS, Nebraska criminal justice data portal, for statewide access (o those
held in jails

¢ meeting Jail Standards reporting requirements for reporting

* providing data for statistical and monitoring reports

* providing data to meet federal monitoring requirements for juvenile holds

In the 12 years since the original VINE/jail project was undertaken there have been a number of

changes to technology as well as jail operations. This project is intended to address some current

shortcomings that have developed over time. Sometimes problems are identified by jail users, Jail

Standards or become relevant because of the interactions and changes from vendors. These include
» the Nebraska specific extract for VINE that is posted to NCJIS

o This was innovative and expansive in 1998. Later, VINE used it as the basis to develop
their own exiract that is now used in all other states. Thevefore, vendors have written
interfaces to this VINE specific specification and are used to maintaining it, especially
with rewrites of their software into newer versions.

o We propose to convert the extract used in Nebraska to the standard VINE extract.

o This will make it easier for all vendors to maintain and, potentially, eliminate any jail
costs from vendors to maintain the separate interface.

o This extract contains a number of elements we have hoped to add to the extract
(addresses, ete) so we can meet the goal of expanding the data available on NCIIS.

o We will still be able to do reporting and other moniforing with the newer extract.

o This application includes funds for 8 interfaces: in Douglas, Lancaster, Buffalo, Hall
Sarpy, Washington and Lincoln counties which all have separate commercial or in-
house jail systems; and for JAMIN (63 sites)

o NOTE: this change to the extract will affect both VINE/Appriss and NCJIIS. Funds for
the changes necessary by VINE are included in this grant appiication. The changes
necessary on NCJIS are included in a separate application from the Crime Cifnmission
for NCJIS enhancements.
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* updating JAMIN{ e latest version, eliminating agency ¢ 5

o While JAMIN has had various upgrades over time the vendor is now doing the first
significant rewrite in 12 years. The current, older version will be phased out.

o We propose to do a single, statewide upgrade to the 63 current JAMIN users, thereby
receiving the benefit of a statewide license and cost benefits.

o This will also allow us to review the data quality of records reported by jails. We have
found that JAMIN sites have inconsistencies in some reporting (possibly relaiing to
training on weekender holds but also potentially from data extract inconsistencies) and
have been working with Text&Data to identify and correct the issues. The upgrade
process will include data conversion, full testing of the extract process (which VINE has
possibly affected over time with our standalone and non-standard process) and a full
synching of current records from the jails with NCIS.

o The new version will be made available to all current users and we will invite Dodge
County (the only county now not reporting electronicaily to NCJIS and Jail Standards
and not participating in VINE) to review the software and consider using it. That cost is
included in the proposal.

+ improving workflow of photos involving the jails and AFIS (Automated Fingerprint
Identification System).

o AFIS is operated by the Nebraska State Patrol and provides fingerprint matching
capabilities for law enforcement. The majority of fingerprints in AFIS are captured
when someone is admitted to jail. A number of sites (Douglas, Lancaster, Buffalo, Hall,
Sarpy, Dodge, Lincolyn, Scottsbluff, Madison) use livescans, devices which
electronically capture fingerprints, while the other sites use paper based systems which
are then scanned into AFIS. The latest upgrade of livescans also capture photos.

o Photos from the livescans are now sent to NSP and stored,

o Photlos from jails have been collected and made available on NCHS for the past several
years.

o As jails admit an individual there are separate steps necessary to capture data {in the
IMS), fingerprints (from a livescan, in particular) and to take booking photos (from a
IMS or standalone mugshot system and/or a livescan). Retyping data into separate
systems causes errors and delays as keeping staff from continuing to process others,

o To automate data exchanges between livescans, JMS and photo caplure systems a
specification was developed by the Patrol and the ARIS vendor. It is called the livescan
interface. This necessitates changes in AFIS (the Patro! used separate grant funds to
implement changes on their side) and to the JMS/photo system. This application
includes funds to implement the livescan interface at the jails by providing funds to
contract with the JMS vendors at the sites using livescans,
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3. Statistical Documentation’ “the Problem: ( Limit 2 pages)y

MULTI JURISDICTIONAL TASK FORCES

2007

2008

2009

% of change from '07
to ‘09

Number of newly developed Cls

Number of buys made by officers

Number of intelligence reports developed

Number of Distribution Physical Arrests

Number of Possession Citations

*Other Citations

Number of Meth Investigations conducted

Number of working meth labs and dumpsites discovered

Total amount seized (grams)

Cocaine-powder

Crack Cocaine

Marijuana

Amphet/Meth

Totat amount purchased {grams)

Cocaine-powder

Crack Cocaine

Marjjuana

Amphet/Meth

*Number of Asset Seizures

‘Number of Assess Foreliures

Vaiue of forfeitures

Number of search warrants

Number of kneck and talks conducted

Number of cases charged

TRAINING

Number of new training sessions develaped

Number of ongoing training sessions conducted

Number of altendees for new training sessions

Number of aitendees for ongoing training sessions

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Number of new databases developed.

Number of new agencies utilizing the database.

Number of new data elements developed.

Number of trainings conducted on database(s),

PROSECUTION ACTIVITES

Number of frainings conducted for prosecutors.

Number of resources developed.

Number of cases developed and prosecuted.

Number of violent crime cases received, developed and
prosecuted

Number of drug cases received, developed, and
prosecuted
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prosecution, trial preparations, trials, afi. J88FtHal
proceedings)

ADDITIONAL STATISTICAL DO CUMENTATION

Since these are proposed new enhancements the statistics in the previous table are not applicable.
The following describes the impact of the proposed projects.

JAMIN Upgrade
* Current installations to be converted: 63
* New site installation: |
* Jail records: 76,773 in 2009 (NOTE: Washington County was installing a new JMS and did

not report in 2009, partly due to issues with the vendor trying to implement the old/current
extract)

* Mugshots received from jails; on average 6,000 per month

Data Extract Modification

* Systems needing conversion to the standard VINE extract: 8
o Jails affected: 69 (70 if Dodge adopts TAMIN)

Livescan Upgrade
* Systems requiring the interface: 8

15



PROJECT OPERATION

While this proposal is being submitted by the Cedar County Sheriff's Office, in conjunction with the
Nebraska Sheriffs Association (NSA), it is truly a collaborative effort, The benefit to Nebraska jails
is obvious in the improvement of automation and implementation of standardized processes. The
benefit to a broader criminal justice community is evident in the impact on NCJIS with expanded
data availability. The attention given to solidifying Jail Standards reporting will help both local and
state entities,

However, the vast majority of the work necessary for these projects is dependent upon the work of
software vendors (JMS providers, in particular) as well as other contractors (VINE, AFIS). Although
Cedar County and NSA are involved with all counties operating facilities there are considerations for
effectively working with the vendors.

The Crime Commission has worked with Cedar County on this application and has committed to
providing staff time to help us complete the goals outlined in this application. Their current efforts
and inferactions with the JMS vendors will be necessary to meet these goals and be able to work
effectively with the vendors.

All aspects of the grant (JAMIN upgrade, livescan interface, data extract change - for IMS and
VINE} will necessitate contracts with the providers. We will use contract templates the Crime
Commission has developed in working with the vendors. Crime Commission staff will act as
technical advisors and have primary technical contact with the vendors. This will ensure that
mterfaces and system changes are standard across Nebraska.

Cedar County will contract with the vendors on a project basis. If a vendor can address multiple
goals (for instance, the livescan interface and VINE extract change) in a single upgrade then the tasks
will be rolled into a single contract. Local agencies will have to verify proper implementation of any
changes in their systems prior to payment. Additionally, Crime Commission staff will be used for
testing and validating data extracts and operations across agencies.
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ACTIVITY/TIMELINE:

ACTIVITY POSITION 1°! 2% 3™ 4"
RESPONSIBLE Quarter | Quarter | Quarter Quarter
Isthrd 4tl\_6th 7&!1_9th Iotll_lzth
JAMIN Upgrade ' ] ]
- Test site installation Cedar (or TBD with B ] ]
vendor)
- VINE extract testing VINE, NCC (Crime X X3 L U]
Commission)
- NCJIS/Jail Standards testing NCC X
- JAMIN deployment Text&Data ] (X < =N
. L] L nE
Livescan Interface L [ [] ]
- Develop draft contracts NCC B¢
- Contract with JMS vendors Cedar County X X >
-Deploy interface Vendors, jails 13 (<] X ~
] L] ] L
Data extract update [ ] ] B [ ]
- Develop draft contracts (JMS, NCC ]
VINE)
- Contract with JMS vendors Cedar County [ | ]
-~ Modify NCIIS (done with separate | NCC B | B
funding)
- Modify VINE processes VINE/Appriss [ ¥ ] ]
« Test extract VINE, NCC, Jail [ ] L X B
Standards )
- Deploy extract change Vendors, NCC L; L <] <
YEAR TWO
JAMIN Upgrade L [ | L L]
- JAMIN deployment Text&Data X
L - L
Livescan Interface L L L
-Deploy interface Vendors, jails X X
| ] ]
Data extract update L] :_ ]
- Deploy extract change Vendors, NCC X X X
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A7 MTIONAL INFORMATION

1. Evaluation Plan (1 page maximum)

Implementation of software upgrades and interfaces will need to be evaluated by the facilities to
be sure that operational needs are met,

The Crime Commission will continuously monitor the reporting of data to VINE and NCJIS,
The use of standardized reports of jail admissions and activity, such as those used by Jail
Standards, present a critical overview of the availability, validity and the data collection
processes and software systems.

2. Sustainability Plan (1 page maximum)

As with the current JAMIN installations, agencies are responsible for the ongoing
maintenance contracts. THis project will not change that. Because of the size of the
rewrite the deployment is outside the scope of standard maintenance.

The other projects do not have any ongoing costs. These projects are all implementations
of one-time upgrades and/or interfaces. They will become part of standard processes
(NCIJIS, VINE, etc) that will continue to use these local facility systems but not be
dependent upon them. :

3. Continunation Information

a. NA
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INSERT LETTERS OF
COMMITMENT AND
SUPPORT HERE




STATE OF NEBRASKA
Dave Heineman

Governor NEBRASKA COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
{Nebraske Crime Commission)

Michael E. Behm, Fxecutive Director
301 Centennial Mall South

P.O. Box 91944

Linceoln, Nebraska £8809.4946

Phene (402) 471.2194

FAX (402) 471-2837

August 5, 2010

This letter is provided in support of the Cedar County Sheriff's grant dpplication for Jail Automation
Enhancements. The improvement of systems, processes and data collection for facilities holding
prisoners is essential to meeting the goals and needs of the agencies but also in meeting public safety.

This agency has been involved in jail automation and reporting for a number of years, primarily through
the efforts of the CJIS Advisory Committee. We will continue to try and assist agencies in meeting goals
but avaitable funds, such as these, provide for unique opportunities to bring and enhance
standardization of things across the state. These opportunities can also alow us to lessen the fiscal
impact on local agencies. We not only support ihis application but will dedicate staffing, as necessary
and through the lifecycle of the grant, to work with Sheriff Koranda and the jails in dealing with vendors
providing assistance in developing technical specifications, developing contracts, deploying systems,
integrating with NCIIS and any other aspects needed to meet the objectives of this grant.

?

Thank you for your consideration of the grant application.

Executive Director

21
An Equal OpportunifyAffirmative Action Employer
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REQUIRED FORMS- All Applicants

The following forms are to be completed and signed by the appropriate
individual as part of the grant application.

(NOTE: The authorized official would include: county board chair, mayor, city
administrator, chair or vice-chair of non-profit agency.)
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CERTIFIED ASSURANCES

1.

{
1

The applicant assures that federal block grant funds made available under the ARRA and BymefJAG
ARRA Grant Program will not be used to supplant existing funds, but wil be used to enhance or expand
drug and violent critme control activities as stated in this application,

‘The applicant assures that fund accounting, auditing, monitoring, and such evaluation procedures as may
be necessary to keep such records as the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice shall prescribe will be provided to assure fiscal confrol, proper management, and efficient
disbuzsement of funds received under the Act,

The applicant assures that it shall maintain such data and information and submit such 1reports, in such
form, at such times, and containing such information as the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice may require.

The applicant certifies that the proposed project fulfills all program requirements; that all the
information is cotrect; that there has been and will be throughout the life of the grant, appropriate
coordination with affected agencies; and, that the applicant will comply with all provisions of the ARRA
and ARRA Byroe/TAG Grant Program as well as all other applicable federal laws.

The Subgrantee will comply, and all its contractors will comply, with the nondiscrimination
requirements of the Omuibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, 42 USC3 T39{(d),
or Vietims of Crime Act (as appropriate); TitleV1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended; Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended; Subtitle A, Title II of the Americans With
Disabilities Act (ADA) (1990); Title IX of the Bducation Amendments of 1972; the Age Discrimination
Act of 1975; Department of Justice Non-Discrimination Regulations, 28 CFR Part 42, Subparts C, D, 15,
and G; and Department of Justice regulations on disability discrimination.

The applicant assures that in the event a federal or siate court, or federal or state administrative agency
makes a finding of discrimination after a due process hearing on the grounds of race, color, religion,
national origin or sex against a recipicnt of funds, the recipient will forward a copy of the finding to the
Office of Civil Rights Compliance (OCRC) of the Office of Justice Programs.

The applicant assures that, if required, it will formulate an equal employment. opportunity program
(EECP) in accordance with 28 CFR 42.301 et, seq., and submit a certification to the state that it has 2
current EEOP on file which meets the requirements therein.

The subgrantee assures that it and its contractors will comply with the provisions of the Office of Justice
Programs "Financial and Administrative Guide for Grants," M 7100.01.

Pursnant fo Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133, "Audits of Institutions of Higher
Education and other Nonprofit Organizations”, each applicant has the responsibility to provide for an
independent audit of their activities on an annual basis. This audit is to be performed on an organizatien
wide basis as opposed to a grant-by-grant basis. The audit must include (1} the auditor's report on
financial statements, and (2) the auditor's report on compliance. A copy of the audit report is to be
submitted to the Crime Commission. The subgrantee agrees 1o submit their corrective plan with (he
audit report to the Crime Commission when there are findings/recommendations disclosed i the audit
report.
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4

CERTIFIED ASSURANCES - Conunued

16. Confidentiality: No recipient of monies or any personnel involved in the program under
the ARRA Byrne/JAG Grant Program shall use or reveal any information received from

the program for any purpose other than the purpose for which such information was
obtained.

11 The applicant agrees to submit required repots to the Crime Commission in a timely
manner,

12, The applicant agrees to establish and maintain 2 Drug Free Workplace Poficy.

13. The applicant agrees to attend training as required by the Nebraska Crime Commission.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that I have read and reviewed the above assurances; that the applicant will
comply with all provisions of the Anti Drug Abuse Act and all other applicable federal and state
laws; and, the applicant will implement the project as written if approved by the Crime
Comimission.

Fiedosi Bl 8/10/10

(SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL) {(DATE)

PO Box 47, Hartinston NE 68739-0047

(ADDRESS)
Frederick Pinkelman Cedar County Board Chairman
(TYPED NAME) (TITLE)

(402)254-7412

(TELEPHONE NUMBER)
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EEOP FORM

Please complete either A or
B of the EEQOP Certification
depending on which
section applies to your
agency.




EEQP SHORT FORM
STEP 1: INTRODUCTORY INFORMATION

Grant Title:

Grantee Name:

Address: Contact Person: Tel.:
Grant Number: Award Amount:

Date and effective duration of EEOP:

Policy Statement;

CERTIFICATION (EEOP ON FILE)

A, R Dau'x c\. Dowlin -~ agency executive officer], cetlify that the
{agency] has formulated an EqUal Employment Opportunity Plan in accordance with 28
CFR 42.301, et. seq., subpart E, that it has been signed into effect by the proper agency
authority and disseminated to all employees, and that it is on file in the Office of
[name], Dosnd Qcm\wq, Cedar Cogntn Clenlle b 47 Hort acton, wif 635s [address],
[title], for review or audit by officials of the cognizant State planning agency or the Office
for Civit Rights, Office of Justice Programs as required by relevant laws and reguiations.

QD - £ )0/

[signature] [date]

CERTIFICATION (NO EEOP REQUIRED)

B. | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FUNDED AGENCY HAS LESS THAN 50
EMPLOYEES AND THEREFORE IS NOT REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN AN EEOP,
FPURSUANT TO 28 CFR 42.301, ET. SEQ.

[signature] [date]

OMB Approval No. 1121-0140
Expiration Date: 12/31/98

Revised 9/20/95
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CERTIFICATIONS REGARDING LOBBY‘L\\;; DEBARMENT, SUSPENSION AND O’I‘IIER. heSPONSIBILITY MATTER; AND
DRUG-FREE WORPLACE REQUIREMENTS

Applicants sheuld refer Lo the reguiations cited below o determine the certification to which they are required fo altesl. Applicants should also

review the iustructions for certification jncluded in the regulations before completing 1his form. Signature of this form provides for compliance with
certification requirements under 28 CFR Part 69, “New Restrictions on 1

Suspension (Non-procurement) and Government-wide Requirements for
material representation of fact upon which refiance will be placed when the Departizent of Justice determines 1o award the covered transaction, grant,

or cooperalive agreement,

-obbying” and 28 CFR Part 67, “Government-wide Debanment and
Drug-Free Workplase (Grants).” The certifications shall be tregted as a

I. LOBBYING

As required by Seetion 1352, Title 31 of the 11,8, Code, and implemented at 28
CER Part 69, for persons eptering into & grant of cooperative agreeiment over
$100,000, as defined &t 28 CFR Part 69, the applicant cestifies that:

{a} No Yederal approprinted funds have been paid or will bo paid, by or onbehalf of
the undersigned, to any person for inffuencing or attempting to influence an officor
or employee of any agency, a Manber of Congress, an officer or anployee of
Congress, or an employee of a Menber of Congress in connection with e making
of any Federal gra, the entering infe of any cooperative agreement, and the
exlension, continuation, renewal, amendment, o Incdification of any Federal prant
or cooperative agresment;

{b) IMany funds other Gian Federal appropriated fands have been paid or will be
paid 1o any person for influeneing or attempting to influence an officer aremployee
af any agency, a Momber of Congress, an officer orempleyee of Congress, or an
employee of a Member of Congress in connection with this Federa) grant or
cooperalive agreement, the indersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form
~ LLL, “Diselosure of Lobbying Aclivities,” in accordance with its instructions;

(e} The undersigned shall require that the language of his certification be inchuded
i the award documents for all subawards at all tiees (inciuding subgrants, contracts
under grants and cooperalive agreements, and subsontracts) and that ail
subrecipicnts shait centify and disclose accordingly.

2. DEBARMENT, SUSPENSION, AND OTIER RESPONSIBILITY
MATTERS (DIRECT RECIPIENT)

As required by Executive Order 12549, Debarniont and Suspension, ang
inplemented at 28 CEFR Pant 67, for prospeclive participants in primary covered
wansaction, as defined at 28 CFR Part 67, Section 67.510-

A. The applicant certifies that it and its principals:

(a) Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared
ineligible, sentenced to a denial of Federal benefits by a State of Federal courd, or
volurtarly excluded frons covered transactions by any Federal departaen of
agency;

(b) Have not within a three~yenr period preceding this application been convicted
of or had a civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud ora
crindnal offense in connection with obtaining, atternpting to obtain, or perfonming a
public (Federal, Stale, or local) fransaction or contract under a public fransaction;
victation of Federal or State antitrust statutes or commission of einbezziement,
thelt, forgery, bibery, falsification or destruction of records, making false
statements, or receiving stolen property;

{€} Are rot presently indicied for or ollierwise eriminally or civilly charpad by a
governmental entity (Federal, State, or Jocal) with commission of any of the
offenses enwncriled in paragraph (1)(9) of this certification; and

(d) Have not within a three-year peried preceding this application had one or more
public ransactions (Federal, State or local) terminated for cause of defaull; and

3. Where the applicant is unable to centify 10 any of thestatements in this
cortification, e or she shall attach an explanation 1o this application.

3, DRUG-FREE WORKPLACT (GRANTEES OTHER THAN
INDIVIUALS)

Tl applicant certifies thal it will or will continue to pravide a drug-free workplice
biy:

A. Publishing & statcment notifying employees that Uie unlaswful manufacture,
distribution, dispensiog, posscssion, or use of a controlied substance js prohibited

in the grantee’s workplace and spesifying hie actions that will bo taken #gainst
empleyees for vinlaon of such probibition:

I3, Egablishing & on-going drug-free awarencss program to inforin employees
abott——

{a) The dangers of drug abuse in the workplaco,
(by The grantce's poticy of mabaining & drug-froc warkplace;

(e) Any availabie drag comnseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance
programs; and

(d) The penalties that may be impased upon employees for dnp abuse viclation
occurring in the workplace;

C. Notifying the employee in the statement (hat the employee will;
(7) Abide by the lenns of the statenient; and

{v) Notify the employer in writing of Iiis or ey conviction of 1 criminal drug
slatite occurring in the workplace no later than five calendar days afer such
convictions;

The subgrantee shail nolify the Crime Commission in writing of any conviaion for &
violation of a criminal drag stalute occurring in the warkplace no fater than five
calendar days afler such convietion,

The subgrantec centifies that it witt tke one or more of the following aclions witlin
30 calendar days of recciving notice of the conviction:

A. Taking appropriate personne! action against such an employee, wp lo and
inciuding termination, consistent with the requivements of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, ag amended; or

B. Reguiring such employee to participate satisfactorily in a drug abuse assistance of
rehabilitation program approved for stch purpose by a Fedoral, State or foca} health,
taw enforcement, or other appropriale agency;

The subgmatee cortifies that it will make a good Taith 2lon to continue o maintain a
drug-frec warkplace,

Organization Name and Address:

!DG»\J\A Dow\\mm C\buf\#u\ C/\G\{“<

Typed Name and Thle of Aulhosized Wepresentative <

Deand Dol . $-10~0

Signatore J Dae
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